Mid-Currituck Bridge Public Comments

The Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Comimittee
Dear Sirs:

[ am a long time resident of Duck and would like (o express my whole heated support to build the Mid-
Currituck Bridge. The northern Outer Banks has grown tremendously in the last 20 years to the point that
NC 12 is no longer able to carry the traffic during the tourist season as well as during emergencies. The
traffic on weekends is carrying at least 70,000 people both north and south through Duck making NC 12 a
virtual parking lot. Also during bad weather and emergencies this route becomes completely clogged.

I urge the committee to support the bridge and keep its funding in the budget so that we can finally have a
more normal situation in our community.

Thank you for your consideration. . ‘ ,

Chuck Burdick

148 Whistling Swan Dr.
Duck, NC 27949
252-261-7576

Good Morning,

My name is Jon Britt and I have lived in Duck for over 30 years and currently serve as a Member of the
Duck Town Council, Captain on the Duck Fire Department and own Nor'Banks Sailing Center in
Duck. I am contacting you to indicate my strong support for the Currituck County Bridge. The Town of
Duck continues it's strong support of the bridge (as you will see from a ncw resolutton that we passed last
evening) for safety and traffic reasons. We recently did a survey to help us with our 10 Year Plan and
Vision Statement as a community. The overwhelming number one concern from the over 500 responses
that we got was regarding traffic and safety. The traffic caused by not having this bridge has caused us
significant Public Safety concerns. We are forced to ask volunteers to staff our Fire Station on Saturday
in order to hopefully speed up our response time if we have an incident. [t is not a question of "if" this
traffic will compromise our ability to respond and result in a less than desired outcome, it is "when": This
traffic has also killed my business on Saturday due to the fact that anyone who is not traveling that day,
does not go near the roads. I have also heard this from multiple other business owners in Town. Ina
short season, losing one day a week can be very painful. My family also owns rental property that we
were basically forced to change our turnover day from Saturday to Sunday. We were losing rentals due to
the traffic and actually had a significant increase in our rentals when we turned our homes on Sunday as
people were doing anything to avoid the traffic. Families are deciding not to return to the Outer Banks
(this effects all of the Outer Banks from Hatteras to Corolla as this is causing traffic problems well into
lower Currituck). I have been told this from some of my customers over the last few years. Hurricane
~evacuation is a real concern!! Sections of NC12 in Duck are very susceptible to flooding and or washout
during Hurricanes that pass to our West. This could cause Corolla to be essentially landlocked after even
a minor event. Evacuation times must be lowered or we will get caught with more people than we can
safely care for. An extended evacuation, also forces all of the volunteers for Public Safety to have
significantly less time 1o do their jobs and secure their homes. 1 could go on and on, but will stop
here. This has been a badly needed project for years and it seems absurd to not complete this project due
to politics. Politicians jobs (and I am one) is to serve the wishes and needs of their constituents and this
project is wished for by all of our stakeholders and is a recognized need by professionals in government,



public safety, tourism and traffic engincers. What more do you need to know? Thanks for your time and
I plan on being in the audience tomorrow to witness correct and responsible decision making.

Jon

Here is a [inx to a video put together by Currituck County regarding the bridge.

Jon Britt

Nor'Banks Sailing

Distributor for Weta Trimarans
1310 Duck Road

Duck, North Carolina 27949
252-202-6880

252-715-1517 fax
www.norbanks.com

As Dare County, Southern Shores residents we are expressing our OPPOSITION TO THE MID

COUNTY BRIDGE.
The funding for the bridge places too great a burden on the state and users of the bridge.

George & Eileen Persico
281 Duck Rd
Southern Shores, NC 27949

Honorable Members of the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee:

[ would like to thank you for giving us the opportunity to comment on the Mid-Currituck Bridge project.
Only one word is necessary to describe this mega project, that would saddle the state with a debt of $28
million per year for 30 to 50 vears, and that word is polluted.

This summer, as you all are painfully aware, Senator White and the Governor’s Office fraudulently used
the Honorable Jim Trogen’s electronic signature on a document (o lie to State Lawmakers and the public
in a last minute attempt to secure funding for this project. If that wasn’t bad enough, in an article in a
local newspaper, Senator White described the state probe into the fraudulent DOT letter as simply
"political fodder". I can't tell you how disturbing that comment is. Are we to believe that fraud is
commonplace and brushed off as political gamesmanship? I sincerely hope not. His remarks exemplify
that some of our State Lawmakers and Governor falsely believe that they are above the law. Hasn't this
great state of North Carolina had enough political corruption splashed across the news?

The fraudulent DOT letters are just that, fraudulent, making it a crime that demands investigation. Not a
mistake, error, or "political fodder". If this was a game, Senator White, you attempted to cheat the state

and its citizens, game over.

We are tired of the state funding these pork barrel mega projects put into Statute by former high powered
leaders, which serve the interests of real estate developers, local politicians, and their families. If it were
not for this vast political influence, this project would now be a distant memory.

A recent history of funding for this project in the General Statues is as follows:




The 2010 House version of the budget removed the gap funding for the bridge, only to be put back and
have the gap funds increased by an additional $13 million/year to $28 million/year for 50 years by the
then Senate Pro Tempore Mark Basnight whose district included the area of the proposed bridge. The
increase was “needed” because the Turnpike Authority has been unsuccessful in multiple attempts to
obtain a Federal T.LF.ILA. loan. In March 2010 David Joyner of the Turnpike Authority stated that
without T.[.F.LA. this project could not be built.

The 2011 budget had removed the Mid-Currituck Bridge project from statute and removed all gap funds
Jjust prior to the adopted budget. and the 2012 budget has removed gap funding for 2011 and 2012.

Our local politicians have heavily lobbied to tell you that the bridge is “needed” for economic
development of the Currituck OBX. That is the same song and dance that was used in the 1980°s when
the bridge was first discussed. They claimed then, as they are now, that the Currituck OBX could not be
developed without the bridge. Today, Corolla is more than 70% built out so, their excuse accompanied
by a high priced video, falis flat.

If our local and state leaders sincerely wish to address the traffic problems experienced during the
summer tourist season, then expedite funding the existing STIP #4457 which converts the antiquated
US158/ RT 12 intersection (requiring stoppage of all traffic driving north and south on US158 bypass), to
an interchange design. That project will cost the state $19 million, ROW is slated for 2015 and
construction in 2018. That change alone will do more with less than 1 year of “gap™ appropriations

needed for the bridge.

Please finally put an end to this wish list mega project that the state simply cannot afford and focus our
limited transportation funds on truly needed projects.
Thank You All For Your Time and Consideration,

Jennifer Symonds
110 Windy Hill Court
Aydlett, N.C. 27916

Thirty years ago, we built our home on Ocean Boulevard in Southern Shores. It is no exaggeration to say
that nearly every vehicle that travels to Duck and Corolla passes in front of our house. Over the years, the
volume of traffic has grown significantly due to the rapid and intensive development of the northern
Outer Banks. Facilitating this development was a series of decisions by NCDOT to extend Hwy 12
through: _

(1) Duck; (2) the Sanderling community; (3) Pine Island and the Audubon preserve; and finally, Corolla.
Each stage in the process produced more and more traffic, not only due to the influx of ever-increasing
numbers of tourists, but also due to the steady flow of vehicles carrying building materials and workers
involved in the construction of thousands of rental homes and commercial buildings. My family has
observed this very directly, but our community as a whole has experienced a continuing impact due to the
funneling of traffic to the Currituck Outer Banks through the Dare County communities of Southern

Sheres and Duck.

The effect of through traffic is not only on the quality of life in these communities. The risk to public
safety, definitely during hurricane evacuations, but also for sick and injured residents and vacationers who
must be transported around and through heavy traffic to medical facilities in Dare County , was
recognized long ago. Yet, a response to this situation has not been forthcoming from state officials who
failed to recognize the impact of extending Hwy 12 to Corolla.



Further delay in building the Mid-Currituck bridge and alleviating this problem is incomprehensible given
the history of delays and postponements that have impeded this project. We urge you to break this logjam
and bring relief to our community.

Charles Usher
Southern Shores

Good Evening,

My wife and I are adamantly opposed to the Mid-Currituck County Bridge Project. It is a total waste of
mouey. If completed it will destroy what so many love about Corolla and Carova. It will bring more
crime and undesirables to our area. So many other projects need immediate attention in the State ... this is

not one of them.
Thank you,
John and Rossanna Winn

759 Fishermans Court
Corolla, NC 27927

I am a full time resident of Corolla, NC.

I understand there is a hearing on the bridge Friday and you are open to public comment.

I would like to state the fact that | am against the bridge for a number of reasons, not the least of which 1s
$28 million a year for 30 years or $840 million all total, in other words very close to $1 Billion dollars. A
very large sum of money at this time when responsible governments should be doing all they can do to
trim their budgets. In comparison the $10 million it would cost to cancel the deal is small

change. Second, The bridge is being sold as needed for evacuation purposes. In this day and age this is
just not true. We get plenty of time to evacuate the whole outer banks with time to spare, as a matter of
fact we get to watch the storms form and progress on the internet for days. Third, this project will
drastically change Corolla from a secluded beach resort to a heavily traveled beach which we are not
prepared to handled. The probléms of traffic in the upper beaches past the end of the paved road could
ruin the ecology of the whole area. It is already becoming a serious problem.

I do hope you keep these remarks in mind as you consider what to do.

Thank you

Polly Gaver Tucker

1152 Dunton Drive

Corolla, NC 27927

252-453-9199

I am writing to express support for the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge for the following
reasons.

If some of the argument against building the bridge is due to the per capita gain of having it built, then
you are hanging rural communities out on a nail to dry up. In addition, are the millions of vacationers on
these roads being considered in the actual population using the roads?

[ travel from Grandy to Corolla for 3 days a week of work only because my employer pays mileage for
me to get there. Otherwise the travel would cost the salary.



I have not observed the congestion backed up to Grandy as has happened in past years due to the better
rotating vacation rental schedules. But the back up is still there. Perhaps the back up in traffic is only 2
hours when traveling to Corolla. instcad of 4-5 hours on Saturday afternoon.

However, there was new stand still congestion traffic this year that has perplexed me. This occured for
approximately 15 miles through Southern Shores, Duck, Pine Island on Friday. Saturday and Sunday in
early morning to early afternoon hours going toward Corolla. Other days could have been the same that |
didn't travel since it docs not make sense that this flow of traffic at this hour is all incoming guests. This
is the opposite flow of traffic of the outcoming tourist congestion leaving the beach in the morning
hours. This definately affected my ability to get to my work when in prior years I was not sitting still in
traffic when traveling against the flow of the incoming or outgoing guests. :

This route of travel is the most defensive driving that I do anywhere, even when the traffic is not
congested, due the many pedestrian dangers. The pedestrian dangers is another letter.

Thank you
Linda Buff
Grandy, NC

Senators and
Representatives,

October 3, 2012

I'm back again. I'm writing these comments on the notion that someone with some good honest common
sense will listen and put forth some type of effort to finally put to rest the idea that this Mid-Currituck
Bridge Project is good for this great state of ours. I can't help but wonder if this project ever leaves the
ground that myself and the next 2 generations of my own family will be paying for it. "GAP" funding at
the tune of $28m a year for the next 40 years........ you have to be kidding me. They say it will cost the
state $10m to back away from this project. What's the old saying... "Do the Math"!!!! | say that is a
deal....... considering paying "GAP" funding for the next 40 years for a project that benefits a few
approximately 12 weeks out of the year (June, July & August). The Currituck Outer Banks (Corolla,
Corova ) in the winter time is a ghost town. We're not talking about a massive amount of jobs that this
bridge would support or create. And the jobs it would support are primarily service jobs in the summer. |
cannot fathom the thought that my kids and my kids kids will be paying for a "Bridge to No Where". And
that is exactly what is being proposed here if these local representatives of ours in Currituck and the
surrounding counties get their way.

Rep. Bill Owens recently made a comment in an article about the bridge (Governor Hopefuls Differ on
the Bridge by Cindy Beamon Daily Advance 9-13-12) that the General Assembly will find it difficult to
undo legislation that already promises state funds for the project. He also went on to say it takes both the
House and Senate to take it out. [ say Rep. Owens is wrong!! 1 believe someone in the House and Senate
will stand up and say he is wrong with me. Let's not forget the letters each of you received this past June
that misrepresented DOT's position on funding needs for the Bridge and Gastonia Projects. It just goes to
show how bold these people get when they want something. What ever happened to Ethics!! I certainly
live by them and I would certainly think my government representatives would to. It just goes to show
what lengths these people will go to to get what they WANT!!! [ don't know about you... but something
smells!!!! The good old days when Senator Basnight and his followers got everything and anything they
wanted for this area are over. This was the last big project he wanted and has now been inherited by Sen.



You're not going to get what you want this time!!!

This kind of spending on these kinds of projects has got to stop. We have roads and bridges that already
exist in this state that are in critical need of repair. Education in this state is a huge challenge for all of us
also. I'm sure each and everyone of you and your peers have projects or tdeas in your own areas that are
worthy and you would like to see funded also. It's high time someone stands up to these people and
challenge what they want. There is a difference between what we want and what we need. I'm one man
and one voice. I certainly hope and trust each of you can find a way to get the money where it needs to be

besides this project. :

-1 understand that a luncheon was held this week in the Currituck Outer Banks and that some of you were
invited. The "DOT Needs" of the Currituck Outer Banks was the theme. | believe some of the county
commissioners and other proponents of the Bridge were on hand to show you around the area. I'll be very
short with my comments about this luncheon and all I can say is each of you is smart enough to form an
opinion on what these people want and what they need in this area. This area is rich in natural beauty and
it is truly a gem for the state of North Carolina. Let's not ruin that beauty by building something that will
only benefit a few. The infrastructure on the Currituck Outer Banks can barely handle what is driving on
the roads there today let alone what the bridge would bring to the area. These people need to focus on the
current infrastructure already in place before wasting monies on a Bridge that will only compound the
problems they already have in the area. Not to mention the environment issues involved with this project.

I applaud each and everyone of you for guestioning the motives of the proponents of the Bridge Project.
You will ha'e a meeting this Friday with Mr. Joyner and the DOT. I'm confident that you will ask the
right questions and put an end to this Project for good. You and your peers are our voice and the only
thing that stands in the way of this Project becoming reality. | support what you are doing and if there is
anything [ can help you with on this end please feel free to contact me.

Respectfully,

Mike Barclay and Family
110 Lighthouse View
POB 106

Aydlett, NC 27916

October 3, 2012

The Honorable Senator Stan White

Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee
NC Senate

16 W. Jones Street, Room 1028

Raleigh, NC 27601-2808

Re: Mid-Currituck Sound Bridge
Dear Senator White:
I am a North Carolina resident who owns property on the Outer Banks and in the greater Raleigh area. |

am writing this to voice my support of the mid-Currituck Bridge and to express the points below that [
believe are important in supporting funding this critical piece of infrastructure for North Carolina:



o T'he Outer Banks represent a significant asset, bringing jobs and tourist dollars into the State of
North Carolina. One of the great attractions of the towns on the Outer Banks is their small town,
family environment. There has been a growing impact of traftic on the towns of Duck and
Southern Shores with the growing attraction of the northern end of the Outer Banks. Vacationers
from anywhere north of North Carolina who visit the northern end of the Outer Banks must now
come all the way down US route 158, cross on the Wright Memorial Bridge and then travel back
north on route 12 all the way up to Corolla. The reverse of this is true when leaving the Outer
Banks. This puts a huge burden on the road systems in Duck and Southern Shores and impacts -
the small town atmosphere that people come from all over to enjoy.

»  The additional traffic coming down 158 and then back up 12 to Corolla also impacts all the
traffic coming from the north and wanting to get to Kitty Hawk, Nag Head and all towns to the
south increasing the travel time for those locations. C ' ' '

o The additional miles driven by vacationers makes the trip more expensive and time consuming,.
Vacationers could become frustrated with the traffic jams and inability to get around eastly on
turn-over days (days vacationers are checking in and out of their rentals) and find other places to
take their vacation dollars. This would have a very negative impact on The State and would
jeopardize an important revenue and tax source for The State.

+ The additional miles driven by vacationers add to the amount of pollution being put into the
atmosphere endangering the natural beauty of the Outer Banks.

e The most significant issue is the risk associated with the limited points vacationers to the Outer
Banks have for evacuating from the island when there is a weather emergency. There has been
tremendous expansion in the number of homes built on the northern end of the QOuter Banks at the
end of the 20" Century and the beginning of the 21* Century. With the increased number of
vacationers visiting the Outer Banks, between June and the end of September — prime hurricane
season, there is a significant risk that there would not be adequate evacuation paths off the Outer
Banks and The State would be responsible for not providing sufficient means for families to
evacuate in a significant weather event.

» From a safety (evacuation routes) and econornical perspective the bridge stands on its own merits
and construction should be expedited to relieve traffic congestion on NC 158 and NC 12.

I also strongly urge you to support the funding necessary to have this important project become a reality.
Thank you for your time and consideration.

Respectively Yours,

Joe Perszyk

3800 Grandbridge Dr.
Apex, NC 27539

I do not understand why something so important to the region is being put on the back burner. My family
visited OBX for years and finally four years ago my daughter and her husband bought there, knowing that
the bridge was eminent. We all visit and love the area. The fact that they bought there and we still go
there, even though its inconvienent to go way down and then way up. I hope you reconsider the

bridge. Thank you. Mary Pat Valarik '

Thanks Stan! I'm depending on you to do what you need to do to make this happen. All of us out here in
OBX are depending on you.

Dave Conlon



Corolla

Please support the bridge. 1t would make a huge difference as an evacuation route for the northern Outer
Banks. It would serve as a critical resource.

Nicki Johnson
Duck Resident

Good Morning,

For reasons of public safety, lifestylc (less congestion), and economic development, I urge you 1o support
the bridge funding. Although my wife and I currently live in Norfolk, she grew up in Currituck on
property that has been in her family since 1714, and still is.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Jim Owens

Chairs and Co-Chairs

[ plan to attend the hearing Friday as a representative of the Portside Property Owners Assn., Duck, NC..
At a meeting this past Saturday our members were greatly concerned to learn of the deterioration in
prospects for 2014 start for the Mid-Currituck Bridge project.

While there are a number of reasons why this project should proceed as scheduled, my personal concern
is that of highway safety, especially during mandatory hurricane evacuations. Lack of this bridge is a
disaster waiting to happen. Corolia has continued to grow every year in the last decade. The 16,000
Vehicle Per Day figure quoted in today's News & Observer is an average annual daily count. The number
of vehicles that could be trapped in Southern Shores, Duck and Corolla would be vastly greater any year
now if a fast moving hurricane comes in during peak season in late summer and early fall. I repeat: A

Disaster Waiting to Happen.

[ was Director, Governor's Highway Safety Program during the Hunt 3-4 administrations. [ authorized a
number of projects in Dare County during that period funding additional highway safety equipment to law
enforcement because of the high traffic volumes during the tourist season. These have only increased
during the decade since I left GHSP, especially on two lane NC 12 from Southern Shores north.

I witnessed the traffic jams and delays during a mandatory hurricane evacuation several years back. As a
property owner I was not required to leave on day one of the evacuation. From early morning to late

. evening I witnessed the bumper to bumper traffic crawling past Portside, just north of the Fire Station in
Duck. The movement was so slow that a single vehicle playing music with windows down could be heard

for ten minutes.

There was a quote in the N&O article to the effect that "the Currituck project smells of cronyism." [ beg
to disagree. It smells to me more like pay back to two members no longer in the legislature, Sen. Mark
Basnight and Rep. Bill Owens, who were responding to a bona fide need in their districts.

For a final time I repeat, lack of this bridge as of today is a disaster waiting to happen.
I am writing in advance of the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee meeting scheduled
for Friday, October 5, 2012, to express my enthusiastic support for the proposed Mid-Currituck Bridge.



As a recently retired home owner in Corolla, 1 have experienced first hand the traffic congestion that now
exists from June through mid September with only one bridge available to access the properties from
Southern Shores all the way to Carova. On any weekend day the trip from the turn onto NC 12 in
Southern Shores to my home in Corolla, a distance of 15 miles, can take nearly two hours. Because of
drainage issues in Sanderling and south of Duck. A similar degree of congestion occurs on any day during
the summer months when we experience heavy rain storms. a frequent occurrence. In addition, the tic
up during emergency evacuations (I have been through two of them in recent years ) makes it very clear
that thousands of people are at risk if that arca was in fact hit by a major hurricanc. When Currituck
County mandated an evacuation of the Quterbanks part of the county in 2010, it took friends who were
staying with me 8 hours to get off the Island. I share these incidents because I think it is important that
those of vou deciding the future of this bridge would benefit from an undelstandmg of just how

desperately it is needed.

These traffic issues have caused me to seriously question whether I should become a permanent resident
of the county, as access to emergency health services during the congested periods is almost impossible.
Fire engines and ambulances have to travel the same road and it is simply impossible to get through. |
also increasingly question whether this area of the Outerbanks will continue to draw the substantial tourist
dollars we now do during the summer given what a nightmare traveling NC 12 has become.

I hope you will take these comments into account as you make your decisions. Thank you very much for
taking the time to consider the points in this message.

Sincerely,
Marjory E. Searing

728 Dottie's Walk
Corolla, NC 27927

This bridge is long overdue for four reasons:

. Safety and human life: The Northern OBX is living on borrowed time. When a major fast
moving and deadly hurricane hits miles of stalled cars attempting to reach safety using the only
exit available the consequences will be catastrophic. When this happens with the attendant loss
of life, everyone will ask, how did this happen. What was the evacuation plan and why weren’t
the experts listened to who said you simply cannot move the volume of people and vehicles that
an emergency evacuation requires across one bridge.

2. The rapid and continuing development of the Northern OBX has brought the two lane, 20 mile

road from Corolla Light to the Wright Memorial Bridge to its knees. The 20 mile back up that

was formerly confined to the three summer months is now occurring in the spring and

fall. Without a mid-country bridge at the approximate half way point there will soon be no other

option than to widen Rt. 12. If those that oppose the bridge for environmental reasons thought

about the alternative of the environmental impact of a 4 or 5 lane Rt. 12 right down the spine of
the Northern OBXs would mean, they might realize that the mid-county bridge was the less of
two evils.

The traffic and congestion all along Rt. 12 during what has now become a five month summer

season is making the vacation experience so unpleasant that people who used to vacation there

are now going elsewhere. Many people | know who love the OBX are saying they are not going
back there because the traffic is a mess.

4. Public financing will be minimal. Toll revenue should be able to cover operation and
maintenance once it begins to flow in earnest.

(%]



James F. Lawrence

Director Office of Weapons Removal and Abatement
Room 6100 SA-3

U.S. Department of State

Washington, D.C. 20522

Ladies and Gentlemen,

I have been vacationing at the Outer Banks since the 1950s. We traditionally rented homes in the Kitty
Hawke or Kill Devil Hills area. As you can imagine I have seen many changes over the years witl the
increase in traffic volume being the most dramatic. We purchased a lot in the Corolla area in 1989 and
built a home in 1996 which we rent out. This summer [ made a trip down on a Sunday afternoon in late
July and [ was astounded by the traffic. It took me an hour and a half to get from Southern Shores to the
Food Lion Shopping Center in Corolla. This was not even the heaviest turn over day which is Saturday.
There were no accidents just traffic. I somewhat expected a delay but this was really excessive. | cannot
imagine what out paying guests think of the situation! To have to conduct an emergency evacuation under
these conditions due to a hurricane would be catastrophic. The bridge is the only feasible solution to this
problem. It has been under discussion and study for over 20 years. There is no more discussion needed
and any call; for more study are just delaying tactics and are not genuine. The public knows this. As |
understand it the State is proposing to fund a portion of the project with the remaining funds coming from
private sources which will be repaid by the imposition of tolls. This seems extraordinary fair to me. If
someone wants to use the bridge then they pay the toll or a user fee.

The traffic is both a public safety issue and an economic one. | support it and hope that the Legislature
will pass the appropriate legislation and get the construction underway.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
Sincerely,
Charles W. Walker

874 Crown Point Circle
Corolla NC

Honorable Members of the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee,

As a very concerned taxpayer of North Carolina and resident of Currituck County, I would like to voice a
few thoughts on the proposed mid Currituck bridge project. First, | oppose any further funding for this
project. I would like to add my voice to the opposition of the "gap" funding for the Mid-Currituck
Bridge. The gap funding for the project was removed for the years 2009-2010 and 2010-2011 to the tune
of $30 million and reprogrammed for replacement school buses. Beginning 2014 the "gap" funding will

- increase to $28 million per year for 50+ years to support this ill conceived project that will charge tolls
upwards of $28 per crossing! Second, I was appalled and highly embarrassed as a North Carolinian at
the fraudulent letters that came from our GOVERNOR'S office, aimed at a last ditch effort to secure
funding for this ill-advised (on all fronts-financial, environmental, and local) project. By contrast, the
wise and sensible approach by the JLTOC towards future road and bridge projects, and exposing and
removing political ‘crony-ism' from such projects is to be highly commended.

Sincerely,



Roxy Darling

Members of the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee:
Thank you for the opportunity to place these comments in the record of your October 5 Hearing.
Ay name is John Grattan and | am a resident of Corolla North Carolina.

There are countless reasons to oppose further State funding for the proposed Mid Currituck Bridge.
including the legal inadequacy of the Final Environmental Impact statement which fails to address the
indirect and cumulative impacts of the Bridge in an honest manner.

Today, however, [ wish to note that it is a terrible waste of over $25 Million Dollars of tax payer money a
year for the life of the project. The estimated capital cost of the bridge is over $660,000,000 and
counting. This buys congestion relief for a total of 26 days per year. Expenditures of this magnitude for
so little return beggar the imagination.

The annual state funding is to make up costs and expected profits to the private developer that tolls will
. not cover. This is not a public-private partnership. This is a taxpayer subsidy to-a private party.

There are worthy transportation projects throughout the State that could use the annual subsidy that would
be allocated to this boondogle project--a bridge to a Barrier Island?

[ trust the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee will consider these and other isssues and
do right by the taxpayer of North Carolina.

John Grattan
740 Mariner Drive
Corolla, NC 27927

I feel that construction of this bridge is critical to Dare & Currituck Counties. Please support this
important project.

Tim Mckeithan
140 Mallard Court
Duck, NC 27949

It is critical that you support this Bridge as it is needed for safety and for economic reasons.

Arthur Hogan

Dear Sir:

As a resident of Corolla, I question whether sound rationale was applied to the decision to construct this
bridge. The value of this endeavour is extremely minimal and not based on sound economic values. The
usefulness of the bridge is limited to a few weekends during the summer vacation period. During the



week and the nontourist season, the usage would be practical non-existent. It does not address the traffic
on NC 12 through Duck and Southern Shores nor the traffic on 168/158. The majority of people visiting
the northern Quter Banks are headed 1o Kitty Hawk and south.

Hurricane evacuations are not a-valid reason for the existence of the bridge. With ample forecast and
tracking. there is ample time to evacuate the Banks.

Currituck County and the developers are wanting the bridge to increase home construction and thereby
the occupancy tax. If the decision makers on this issue were to visit Corolla during a summer weekday,
they would witness heavy traffic on its two lane road. The bridge does ot address the weekday traffic.

I would find a better recipient for these funds or not spend it at all. The-$10 million penalty is just a drop
in the bucket compared to the costs of proceeding.

Ray McGlynn

Please support the Mid-Currituck bridge project!

I enthusiastically support the Final EIS determination of Corridor MCB4/C | (the northern corridor) with
Option A (a second bridge across Maple Swamp) as the preferred alternative for construction of the Mid-
Currituck Bridge. This preferred alternative takes into account cost and design considerations, travel
benefits, community and natural resource impacts, comments and suggestions from environmental
regulatory and resource agencies, and public input. The Mid-Currituck Bridge will improve mobility and
road capacity within the project study area by providing an alternative route to and from the Currituck

County Outer Banks.

Gerald Blackie

Please continue forward progress on the Mid-county bridge. It is the future of the Outer Banks and its
residents that this project goes forward. Is the bodies that govern this decision have to see an
actual disaster before they let go of the reins to move forward.

This bridge will profit all............. residents, property owners and visitors. This is a much needed

project. When I first moved here 24 years ago they talked of the bridge...1/4 of a century has gone by and
still dragging feet on this project. Haven't we waited long enough. The people beg you to move

forward. Don't let this opportunity for this bridge to be built slip through our hands again.

PLEASE BUILD THIS BRIDGE!

Linda J Pasqua

Lower Currituck County Resident/Property Owner/Business Owner
101 Waterside Drive

Harbinger, NC 27941

252-491-9946

Currituck County rubber-stamped approval for thousands of huge vacation homes, never giving a second
thought to how they could get 200,000 plus visitors in and out of those houses every weekend.
They have had 10 years to reap hundreds of millions in taxes and fees off those homes, but have still done

nothing to solve the problems they caused.



Currituck County, and those homeowners, should have to foot the bill for this travesty. Their greed
caused the problem, now, it should be time for them to invest in their future greed.

Crash Briggs

Please proceed with the building of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

Reasons: Boils down to two things in my opinion.

1. Cost....simply make the people that use it pay for the bulk of it. Surely it is no different than the
zillions of other Bridges and bypasses built all over the state that could never be justified from a cost

perspective.

2. Emergency. At some point, there will be a need for evacuation related to a Hurricane or something
and ANY cost now will be offset by the opportunity to potentially save many many lives both in the
Currituck Outer Banks and Dare County Outer Banks. All those people coming from Currituck in an
emergency situation is going to also play havoc on those trying to leave Dare County Outer Banks. and
local, regional and state policy makers are going to be sorry for no action being taken in my opinion.

Thank you.
Chris Jones

Please vote no to building the new bridge, I am a full time residence, my address is 149 Poteskeet Loop
Southern Shores . | am willing to put up with 12 or 13 busy weekends a years to save the state from
making a big mistake, down the road the state will have to raise taxes to help pay for this bridge. Again |
ask you to vote this down. Thank you, R J Hausler

Dear Sir/Madam,

[ am writing to show my support of the mid currituck bridge project. My ancestry dates from the
early 1600's in what is now northeastern North Carolina. I hope that gives my voice some meaning in my
support of this project. | believe the new bridge would be an asset for North Carolina in these hard
economic times. While those in Washington think we should send money overseas to rebuild
communities and fight wars I would like to see us take care of ourselves. [ believe the bridge will pay for
itself in the fong run by bringing even more tourist dollars to North Carolina and it's people. Thank you

for your considerations.

Rick Sumner
1231 Waterlily Rd
Coinjock, NC 27923

We are Southern Shores residents and do not support the bridge.

It is only useful for reducing traffic for a handful of weekends throughout the year.
It just seems like a poor use of state resources for a project that will have such a minor impact on traffic.

Sincerely,

Matthew J McKenna, MD
Patricia R McKenna



September 30, 2012

Dear Members of the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee:

We are very concerned about the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge. Tourism for the Outer Banks
counties, particularly Dare and Currituck Counties has an economic impact on the entirc community and
State. There are over 12,000 jobs paying almost $200 million in salaries and almost $96 million in State
and local taxes. Tourism throughout North Carolina is very important. Visitors spend more than $1

billion dollars.

Building the Mid- Currituck bridge is central to expanding the regional economy. Over 75% of Outer

Banks visitors arrive via I 64 and Hampton Roads.
Most visitors arrive Friday-Sunday as these are check-in days for the rental industry. Weekend congestion

causes backups of over 2 hours. (Last summer we spent over two hours just getting from the Wright
Memorial Bridge to Duck — normally a 15 minute trip.) These inconveniences are frustrating for visitors,
residents, ard often dangerous for first responders. Potential visitors are limiting their trips to the Outer
Banks due to the traffic — going to sites with less traffic.

Construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge will immediately help the area by creating jobs. Building the
bridge will immediately relieve congestion. Hurricane evacuation without the bridge would greatly

threaten many lives at best. This is a great concern.

This project has been in planning for many years. Please do not delay it any more. The citizens of Dare
and Currituck Counties are counting on you to support construction of this bridge- NOW!.

Thank you for your support.
Sincerely,
Nancy & Richard Cecil

139 Quarterdeck Dr.
Duck, N.C. 27949

Joint Oversight Committee Members,

My name 1s Linda Long-Barker and I live in Southern Shores at 23 13th Avenue. As a long time resident
ot the Outer Banks, | am in favor of building the Mid Currituck Bridge. '

My primary concern for building the bridge is for evacuation of the Outer Banks in case of a
hurricane. This route would greatly assist people because of the huge traffic congestion that an

evacuation order creates. My second concern is to reduce the huge flow of traffic on Friday, Saturday,
and Sunday during the vacation season. [t would help eliminated gridlock on Route 12 if the bridge were

constructed.

Thank you for supporting this construction for the Outer Banks.

Respectfully,

Linda Long-Barker




Dear Mr. Kolt Ulm:

I am writing to the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee and key legislators to express
my continued support for the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

As a homeowner and future permanent resident on the Currituck Outer Banks, the bridge would
dramatically improve our safety in storm evacuations and significantly reduce our commute time (and gas
consumption) to and from the Norfotk area.

The Currituck Club community where our home is located is only about 50% built out, and we believe
with the completion of the bridge will attract permanent residents who can work in and commute to the

Noifolk area.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Robert Euler

790 Hunt Club Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9575

Joint Oversight Committee members,

Hello, my name is Donald B Barker of 23 13th Avenue, Southern Shores, North Carolina 27949-3209. 1
am a long tiwne resident of the Outer Banks. I have been and continue to be in favor of construction of the
Mid-Currituck bridge between Corolla and the mainland up around Coinjock.

The Mid-Currituck bride would relieve serious traffic congestion between Kitty Hawk and Corolla every
Friday, Saturday and Sunday, between May thru September. In addition, a Mid-Currituck bridge would

greatly assist the evacuation of the Outer Banks in case of a hurricane or other natural disaster.

If y»u have additional questions, please email this address or call me at 252-489-9389. Thank you for
your time and consideration.

Best Regards,

Donald B Barker

I'm writing this letter regarding the proposed Mid-Currituck Bridge in Currituck County. I own property
in Dare and Currituck County and it is critical for this project come to fruition. It will not only help the
traffic situation in both counties but will help our weekend business tremendously. The traffic congestion
will ultimately destroy our tourist industry because of the adverse publicity that we receive because of it.
The new bridge will elminate the congestion as we know it and be critical in case of emergencies and
hurricane evacuations to help our residents and guests seek safety and shelier.

I would urgc you to help us with this important matter. We generate many taxes from our tourist industry
that benefits the local and state economy. Your kind attention to this matter would be greatly appreciated.



Sincerely.

Jim Braithwaite

Gentlemen:
As a homeowner in Duck, North Carolina, I am writing to express my support of the construction of the

Mid-Currituck bridge. I am sure that you are aware of the congested traffic on Route 12 on weekends and
it is my view that construction of the bridge will bring new economic opportunities to the area as well as

reduce the traffic bottlenecks..
thank you for your consideration.
Sincerely,

Ann Terry Pincus

1548 Duck Road
Duck, N.C.

This emaif is written on behalf of my wife Judy and myself in support of the Mid-Currituck Bridge. We
are long time property owners in Duck, NC and believe the bridge will alleviate the dangerous congestion
in the summer and ensure safe evacuation in the case of hutricanes as the population inexorably expands
and more permanent resident households are formed.

Sincerely.

Richard M Hadsell
Judith H Hadsell

134 Martin Lane
Duck, NC 27949

We own a home on Poteskeet Drive in Duck and are in support of building the mid Currituck
bridge. Thank you for support of this effort

Carl and Virginia Smolka
142 Poteskeet Drive
Duck, NC 27949-4556

Dear Sir

As part time residents of Duck, N.C., we are asking you tc approve of the Bridge. To widen the road in
Southern Shores and Duck would surely ruin the ambience of the area, hurting the economy and tourist
industry, as well as the ecology of that very narrow bank. It also seems a much more effective storm

evacuation method.

Ray and Imelda Herzinger
Duck, N.C.



We are writing to express of strong support of the Mid-Currituck Bridge project. As owners of a non-
vacation renial home in Southern Shores, we spend a considerable time in our residence in OBX. The
traffic congestion during peak season and holidays is so intense that it makes it difficult for us to visit our
favorite stores and restaurants in Duck and further north. We believe that this is also a deterrent to
tourism and has a negative impact on the economies of all the OBX towns.

We urge vou to fund this much needed project to ensure the continued economic health of our
communities.

Lloyd J. and Susan Smith Hogue
65 Ocean Boulevard
South Shores, NC

We are very much in favor of building the Mid-Currituck Bridge. We have begun to get complaints from
our renters that it is taking two hours or more to get up to Currituck County from the Wright Memorial
Bridge!! Traffic is now backing up even before the Wright Memorial Bridge due to traffic going to the
North Beaches as well as to Nags Head and below. It would be a travesty not to build the

bridge. Widening Duck roads will not solve the problem as traffic is increasing going to both North and
South beaches. The Mid-Currituck Bridge is the best solution and our renters as us every year when it
will be completed. Please listen to those both owning houses and renting houses! We need the bridge.

Jeff Drummond
(804) 358-3472

I understand you are on the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee and will be reviewing
the mid Currituck Bridge in early October. I wish to encourage you to move this project forward as fast

as possible.

[ believe the construction of the bridge will bring many ECONOMIC BENEFITS to the area, not only
during the construction period, but also afterwards bringing tourism related jobs to both sides of the
bridge region. I know the change will be hard at first for the residents of the mainland area; however |
believe it will prove beneficial for all.

Most importantly, as a long time current property owner in Duck North Carolina [ see the bridge must be
built for simple reasons of SAFETY. I have experienced the problems related to limited access in Duck
since building in 1978. It is most difficult to navigate NC12 during the summer months, and

when during hurricane evacuations, or access afterwards, it is nearly impossible.

Please do not hinder this projects timeline, in fact please prioritize it,
thank you for your consideration,

Jane Hook

15 Atwood Ave

Sausalito, CA 94965
Dear Mr./Ms. Harrington,




We need the Currituck Bridge. [t is long overdue. Please don’t wait . All the reasons to build are so

very positive.

Thank you for your support,
Jill Sheffer

Sir/ Madam 1 have been a homeowner in Duck for nearly a quarter century, and during that time the
traffic on Route 12 just gets worse every time | go there. | spent last week there---off season-- and you
would have thought that [ was in mid-summer .1t took forever to get into the flow of traffic all week, and
the backup was half way between Duck and Southern Shores. Fortunately, there were no hurricanes that
would have made the traffic impossible( i know this for a fact, having been caught in many over the
years). This is an untenable situation {rom a traffic and safety standpoint ,and it is paramount that it be
addressed now. The only feasible solution is the mid Currituck Bridge that should be immediately
approved and construction begin as soon as possible. | urge your support and those of your

colleagues, for this necessary project. Sincerely Robert J Lanoue PE

Dear Sir: For the record, not everyone in Southern Shores is in favor of the State financing a hew
bridge. Our taxes could be allocated for issues with a higher priority than a bridge. Education, for one,
road improvements, and other issues should receive priority. Peace, Frank and Marian Sciacchitano

To the Joint Oversight Committee and co-chairs:

Thank you for taking time to read this emait.

I own a single family home in Corolla and I am a minority owner of the Sea Ranch Resort in Kill Devil
Hills. I would like to voice my opinion concerning the Mid Currituck Bridge Project and it's impact. I am

a strong proponent of this project for many reasors.

1. The addition of this bridge will bring numerous jobs to the northern Outer Banks and additional tax
revenue to Currituck County and the state. There are ongoing projects and potential future developments
that will benefit greatly from the bridge. These projects will rely on an employee base from the mainland.
With easy access to the northern Outer Banks potential employees will no longer have to drive upwards
of an hour to reach gainful employment opportunities.

2. The current residential developments that attract year round residents must have reasonable access to
quality schools on the mainland. If we want to attract permanent residents, which increase the tax base,

school proximity should be a major consideration.

3. Obviously, the entire Outer Banks relies on vacation dollars to drive the local economy. There are
increasing complaints concerning the drive time to get to this beautiful spot. Without the bridge, we will
continue to hear the "nightmare" travel stories. I hear stories from guests in Corolla and Kill Devil Hills.
If we continue to have what should be a 5 hour drive, take 9 hours, we could eventually see a negative
impact with the very vacation rental guests that drive the Outer Banks economy.

4. Increasingly, vacation guests are finding ways to circumvent traffic conditions. [ see numerous cars
turning left on Dogwood Lane in Southern Shores to take the "back road" to 12 north. It is not a good idea
to have already frustrated drivers using local community roads to avoid traffic delays. Secondary roads
are easy to find with the advent of GPS technology.



5. The Outei banks has one of the best emergency evacuation plans on the cast coast. That said, it is only
a matter of time before we will not be able to evacuate the northern beaches in a timely manner. All it
takes is one mishap on the Rt 12 for this to occur. [ have heard from vacation guests in the northern
beaches that they love the Outer Banks, but will not return due to evacuation and return protocol.
Currently, there is no option as safety is always first. However, the Mid Currituck Bridge will

get vacationers out more quickly and, of secondary importance, get them back in sooner if storm damage
is minimal. Hurricane Irene washed out Rt 12 in Duck, cutting off access to the northern beaches. Ask
any north beach rental agent about the fiasco created by opening the northern beaches after Irene before
management companies were in place. Again, the result of single access which The Mid Currituck Bridge
will prevent from occurring. The Outer Banks has had numerous hurricanes, such as Isabel in 2003,

- which did major property damage south of the Wright Memorial Bridge and minor property damage to
northern beaches. We must keep our northern beaches open, if possible, after these storms.

The Joint Legislative Transport Committee has an opportunity to greatly enhance the future viability of
the Outer Banks as a vacation destination. The bridge is slated to be built in a manner which limits
environmental impact and promotes economic growth in the entire region. I cannot imagine driving
through Duck to the northern beaches on a 4 lane road. We need to keep the northern Outer Banks as we
all know and love. If you want a major highway cutting through town and disrupting the vacation
experience, visit Ocean City, Maryland. You will understand why so many people drive an extra 3 hours
to get to the Outer Banks. Once you cross the Mid Currituck Bridge, the northern Outer Banks should and
will remain the same beautiful vacation spot that families return to for generations.

I not only speak from my experiences of ownership and vacationing at the Outer Banks, but from the
comments of vacationers who are integral to our economic engine. We need to listen to these voices that
can't be heard. Vacationing families have no legislative position to promote the building of the

Mid Currituck Bridge. However, they do have the right to vacation elsewhere. Although, I don't believe
this will happen, why take a chance? Build the bridge and everybody wins.

Agein, thank you for your time.:

Sincerely,
Matt Hill-Byrne

Dear Mr. Kolt Ulm:

I am writing to the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee and key legislators to express
my continued support for the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

THE STATE OF NORTH CAROLINA IS ALLOCATING MILLIONS OF DOLLARS TO UPGRADE
STATE ROUTE 85 BETWEEN CHARLOTTE AND GREENSBORO... WHEN ARE YOU GOING TO

TALKING ABOUT THE MID-CURRITUCK BRIDGE FOR OVER 20 YEARS!!!! WE ARE TIRED
OF WAITING... TOURISM IS SUFFERING AND THE STATE IS MiSSING REVENUE.

Tourism is the economic engine of North Carolina's Outer Banks counties. In 2011, tourism in Currituck
and Dare counties accounted for almost $1 Billion in economic impact, 12,640 jobs (paying $198 Million
in local salaries), and $95.6 miliion in State and Local taxes. Tourism spending throughout North
Carolina hit a record $18 billion; tax receipts from visitor spending eclipsed $1 billion for the first time



ever. Meanwhile, the industry accounted for 187.900 jobs in 2011. translating into $4 billion in salaries

to North Caroliians.

Building the Mid-Currituck Bridge would play a central role in expanding this crucial regional economy.
It would also accelerate and expand the entire tourism industry in the state of North Carolina.

But, the tourism industry relies heavily on strong infrastructure to thrive and grow. This is why the
ability of our roads and highways on the Outer Banks to safely and efficiently carry passengers to their
destination is of paramount importance. Of the 7.5 million Outer Banks visitors, an estimated 75% arrive
from the north via 1-64 and Hampton Roads. Most visitors arrive Friday thru Sunday, the primary check-

in days for beach cottages.

The current highways in Currituck and Dare Counties fail to meet this demand. Weekend congestion
causes consistent traffic backups of two hours or more on both US 158 and NC 12, These massive delays
are an inconvenience for visitors and, most alarmingly, for residents, local employees, first responders
and busy law enforcement officers. The situation results in both short and long-term damage to the Outer
Banks region and our state's tourism industry - especially as we compete with alternative vacation
destinations to both the north and south.

Construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge will have a badly needed immediate economic impact through
the creation of thousands of jobs during the construction phase. Long term the bridge will provide
opportunities for further development on the mainland of Currituck County creating economic growth for
the county. However, most importantly the bridge will relieve congestion for tourists making the Outer
Banks a more convenient vacation destination while addressing growing public safety concerns. [t will
also provide a badly needed alternative route for hurricane evacuation from the Outer Banks.

This bridge has been in the planning stage for more than twenty years. lts financial feasibility is sound.
Much has been accomplished: $18 million dollars has already been invested in the project. I urge you to
not delay this project any further, just as a Record of Decision and commercial closing are within grasp.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Mary Bilinski

1291 Tweed Ct

Vienna, VA 22182-1488

Legislators,

As a property owner and tax payer in Southern Shores, | am in favor of building the Mid-Currituck
Bridge as soon as possible. Please do whatever is in your power to move this project along!

Although the increase in tourism is a good thing for the Outer Banks, the accompanying traffic has
impeded the response by Police, Fire and EMS to emergency calls throughout the Spring, Summer and

Fall.

This bridge will also provide a much needed Evacuation Route during hurricane season.



I will continue to monitor this project with interest.
Yours truly,

John Harasek

Helly,

I wanted to express my support for the Mid Currituck Bridge. We have lived in Southern Shores for over
10 years and had visited here many years beforc that, always hearing that the bridge was going to be built.
Initially, our street didn't receive anywhere near the traffic we do now, but thanks to Mapquest a few
years ago, the tourist now use them as a "shortcut”. There is also significant wear and tear on our streets
that is being exasperated by the additional vehicle traffic, which is causing our taxes to be raised. With
most of the additional traffic travelling to Currituck County, the burden falis on us, the residents of Dare

Count to try to correct the roads.

['m not sure where you live, but if you lived here in the summer, you would definitely support this bridge.
FFrom Friday thru Sunday during the season, the traffic is horrific. 1 live on a "side street" and there are
times that I have to wait 15 minutes to just cross the street to get our mail. Not to mention to try to get

out of our driveway.

I'm not sure why you don't support this, but [ would think that just the ecological benefits of not having
thousands of cars, somewhat idling, while they are in bumper to bumper traffic to go 20 miles along Duck
Road would be reason enough. This doesn't take into account that the line of traffic is lined up from the
intersection of 158 and Rt 12 North across the White Memorial bridge for more than 20 plus mile at times
with people only being able to do 15 mph at most.

If there is ever a time that we are "surprised” by a severe hurricane, or that the Government agencies don't
start evacuation in time, there will definitley be significant consequences with so many people only
having I way to get onto 158 and then continue to VA.

I would appreciate you reconsidering your position and try tc put yourself in our place.
Regards,

Kathy Curtis

Please vote no to building the new bridge, | am a full time residence, my address is 149 Poteskeet Loop
Southern Shores . I am willing to put up with 12 or 13 busy weekends a years to save the state from
making a big mistake, down the road the state will have to raise taxes to help pay for this bridge. Again I
ask you to vote this down. Thank you, R J Hausler

Dear Mr. Kolt Ulm:

This is to express my continued support for the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.



Building the Mid-Currituck Bridge would accelerate and expand the entire tourism industry in the Outer
Banks.

This bridge has been in the planning stage for more than twenty years. [ urge you to build the damn
bridge! Stop the foolishness! Make history!

Sincerely,

Moses K Kaloustian

484 High Cliffe Ln
Tarrytown. NY 10591-5201

We write to make sure vou are aware that there are many in Dare and Currituck Counties who DO NOT
SUPPORT the Mid-County Bridge.

It is expensive, will need a toll scheme that is outrageous. The thought that we can pass along the cost of -
this bridge 1o visitors makes us wonder what those visitors will think of our state as a vacation

destination. Virginia's raising of the toll on the Chesapeake Expressway specifically to hit Outer Banks
visitors the hardest adds only to the perception that the Outer banks visitor is a cash cow to be milked

unmercifully.

With the much longer lead time weather forecasters give now on Hurricane alerts the idea that this bridge
is required [or evacuation is just not true. Hurricane evacuation can be accomplished by upgrading NC 12
to 3 lanes with the center lane being reversible for evacuation, acting as a left turn lane (sorely needed) at

other times.

George & Eileen Persico
281 Duck Road
Southern Shores NC 27949

Dear Mr. Kolt Ulm:

1 am writing to the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee and key legislators to express
my continued support for the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

['own two properties in Southern Shores, N.C. and am (and have been) in favor of this project for
several years and for a couple of reasons... First, my income is based on the vacationers/beach lovers
ability to get to my property in an easy, non-obstructed way. Second, from a safety standpoint, there
needs to be better traffic flow on Route 158 and 12. I had to get to the hospital a couple of weeks ago
with my sister whose fingers got caught in my garage door and, as luck would have it, it happened at
10:25 Saturday morning. It was bumper to bumper (and this was in September!) until we got to the
bypass. Thank goodness her injuries werent any worse.

Tourism is the economic engine of North Carolina's Outer Banks counties. In 2011, tourism in
Currituck and Dare counties accounted for almost $1 Billion in economic impact, 12,640 jobs (paying
$198 Million in local salaries), and $95.6 million in State and Local taxes. Tourism spending throughout
North Carolina hit a record $18 billion; tax receipts from visitor spending eclipsed $1 billion for the first
time ever. Meanwhile, the industry accounted for 187,900 jobs in 2011, translating into $4 billion in

salaries to North Carolinians.



Butlding the Mid-Currituck Bridge would play a central role in expanding this crucial regional
economy. It would also accelerate and expand the entire tourism industry in the state of North Carolina.

The tourism industry relies heavily on strong infrastructure to thrive and grow. This is why the ability
of our roads and highways on the Outer Banks to safely and efficiently carry passengers to their
destination is of paramount importance. Of the 7.5 million Outer Banks visitors, an estimated 75% arrive
from the north via [-64 and Hampton Roads. Most visitors arrive Friday thru Sunday, the primary check-

in days for beach cottages.

The current highways in Currituck and Dare Counties fail to meet this demand. Weekend congestion
causes consistent traffic backups of two hours or more on both US 158 and NC 12. These massive delays
are an inconvenience for visitors and, most alarmingly, for residents, local employees, first responders
and busy law enforcement officers. The situation results in both short and long-term damage to the Outer
Banks region and our state's tourism industry - especially as we compete with alternative vacation
destinations to both the north and south.

This bridge has been in the planning stage for more than twenty years. Its financial feasibility is
sound. Much has been accomplished: $18 million dollars has already been invested in the project. | urge
you to not delay this project any further, just as a Record of Decision and commercial closing are within

grasp.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Grace Parker

14302 Aylesford Ct
Midiothian, VA 23113-6042

As a property owner in Southern Shores, the unchecked growth of the Northern Banks has severely
impacted quality of life in Southern Shores and Duck.

For the long term viability of this region, BUILD THE BRIDGE.

Phil Dee

Managing Partner

US Patriot LLC

212 Candi Lane

Columbia SC 29210

TEL 704.898.2210

FAX 888.752.5534
www.uspatriottactical.com

Dear Sir or Madam:
.

We are writing to ask for your support for the Mid Currituck Bridge. This bridge is vital for the continued
development of tourism in the Northern Outer Banks. It will relieve congestion on other routes to the area
and make the Northern Ourer Banks a much more convenient tourist destination.



We own a property in Southern Shores and plan to become full time residents in 2013. As we talk with
others who travel to the Outer Banks for vacations one of the major problems voiced is need to improve
the accessibility of the areas north of Southern Shores. The Mid Currituck Bridge is needed for

development of the region
Please help North Carolina's northren most beaches to become the best vacation area, second home area

and retirement area for the East Coast. The baby boom generation loves North Carolina so the Mid
Currituck Bridge is needed to bring them here to spend their retirement years.

Thank you

Mr and Mts Craig R Burgraff
42 Eagles Nest Lane
Southern Shores, NC

Chairmen of the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee

As a long time (18 years) property owner in Dare County N.C. and a 33 year visitor (o the area, |
have seen first hand the extraordinary need for the Mid-Currituck bridge in times of hurricane
evacuation. While that health and safety need-alone justifies construction of the bridge, other factors
such as short term. good paying jobs and long term expansion of the regional economy are also important
factors to consider. With tourism such a vital aspect of the Outer Banks economy, one only has to see
the hours long traffic jams on Route 12 going through Duck to the North Beaches every summer weekend
to realize both the negative impact that has on tourists and the danger it presents to the flow of emergency

vehicles. Please fund the Mid-Currituck bridge.

Watt, Tieder, Hoffar & Fitzgerald
8405 Greensboro Drive, Suite 100
McLean, VA 22102

(703) 749-1003
rfitzeerf@wtnf.com

I am a resident of Southern Shores in Dare County. This morning, our neighborhood association
distributed an email encouraging residents to write to you and to attend a rally in support of the

boondoggle known as the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

I implore you to kill this ill-conceived project for the following reasons:

. [t is expensive and unneeded

. The state has no business funding or backing funding for this project, which will benefit a small
number of people

. If built, the bridge will increase traffic capacity resulting in worsening the very problem the
project purports to solve

. The construction itself will take a toll on the existing infrastructure through years of heavy
equipment operating on rural roads

. This country and our state are in financial distress. We should not begin long-term expensive

projects that we may shortly not be able to continue or finish
Do the right thing and kill this project once and for all.

Thank you.



Dave Shrader
David A. Shrader
252-255-0333

davew/windandstars.us

BUILD [T MAN.YOU ARE RESPONSIBLE TO THESE CITIZENS TO DO THE RIGHT
THING.AND THAT IS BUILD THE DANG BRIDGE.

ALL ABOUT YOUR JOB.AND OURS.

BEN SOREY

As owners of a home in Duck for the past 21 years that we rent out in the summer, we have seen how
desperate a north bridge is needed. Our renters have complained that it is nearly impossible to make a left
turn off Wood Duck to evacuate onto Rt. 12. On August 7th, it took us longer to go from the intersection
of 160 onto Rte. 12 to the Duck line than it did from Chesapeake to the Outer Banks. Southern Shores
‘had no police presence at the intersection from 168 to 12 and it stayed blocked. Lots of cars were cutting
through the Rite Aid parking lot adding to the traffic. It took us 4 % hours to travel from NC state line to
our cottage in Carolina Dunes over an hour of which was getting through the turn from 168 into Southern
Shores. 1 cannot begin to image how dangerous and time consuming it would be to try to evacuate in the
summer without the addition of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

Chuck and Doris Moyer
908 Forest Lake Circle
Chesapeake, VA 23322
(757) 487-1700

Dear Sir/Madam, our family has owned a hiome in Duck since 1985. Over the years we've seen the growth
(people, homes, businesses and traffic) at the Outer Banks; specifially the traffic heading north from
Southern Shores to Corolla. When we walk and bike along NC 2 in the Duck area the noise from the
traffic makes it almost impossible to listen to NPR, even with earphones and the volume on high.

We currently operate The Flying Duckman LLC, vacation rental. The continued increase
in traffic (especially on Saturdays and Sundays - rental turn over days) will impact our abiltiy to rent in
the future.

Having the Mid- Currituck Bridge will:

Reduce the traffic not only on NC 12 in the Southern Shores/Duck areas but on NC 158 from the Aydlett
(cut to the proposed bridge) to Southern Shores

Will reduce traffic tie ups on Saturdays and Sundays - turn over days for beach rentals

Reduce emission by vehicles stuck in traffic

Reduction of service worker truck traffic will reduce the noise, fuel consumption, and enviromental
footprint for these vendors.

Provide more time for vendors who have between 10 AM and 4 PM to clean and turn vacation rentals on

Saturdays & Sundays



Respectfully submitted,

Bill Balzer
Manager, The Flying Duckman, LLC
134 Plover Drive, Duck, NC 27949

Please vote for the bridge.

Thank you,
Tom & Linda Mullen

We support the building of the Mid- Currituck Bridge.

Richard and Elizabeth Rinehardt
116 Carrol Drive
Duck. NC 27949

To: Joint Oversight Committee

Date: September 29, 2012

Re : Mid Currituck Bridge

Thank you for the opportunity to submit comments.

This is an important, well planned and researched project that has taken years to reach its current stage.
The completion of the project is of critical importance to the safety of citizens and visitors as well as the
future economic prosperity of the Northern Outer Banks and environs. The “gap” funding as proposed
should remain in the budget. It is small in relationship to the economic value of the project.

Without going into details, [ want to highlight two often overlooked aspects of this project:

The rare (if not unique) positive economics.
The reality that there are no viable alternatives.

Rare Positive Economics

The average bridge user will save at least 25 miles of travel distance (maximum of 36 miles for about '
of users. Let’s assume this distance savings is equivalent to the cost of one gallon of gasoline. Let us
further assume that the average time savings is % hour, there is only one occupant per vehicle and that
time is valued at the minimum wage. It is easy to arrive at an economic value to the user of about $10 per

bridge use.

Translating this economic savings into tolls (plus a little for convenience and safety) pays for a substantial
portion of the cost of the project.



Is there another project where the toll charged is so obviously simply a reflection of the actual economic
value to the user?

Interestingly, for comparative purposes, the net present value of the projected gap funding would
probably be just enough to purchase rights of way for highway widening in the unlikely event the state
were ever allowed to do so...with no tolls to offset the cost of highway construction.

No Viable Alternatives

As covered in the Environment Impact Statement, a ferry service is totally impractical in the shallow
Currituck Sound. Widening Route 12 was considered as a theoretical alternative, but | believe that to be
purely theoretical. Going North from the intersection of highway 158 with Route 12 one passes through
some of the highest priced real estate in North Carolina located in municipalities and communities: i.e.,
Southern Shores, Duck and Pine Island. In addition to passing through the viltage of “downtown Duck”,
as one approaches Pine Island one also approaches the narrowest part of the Northern Outer Banks where
ocean and sound are Y4 mile apart and only a few feet above sea level at best. Indeed, all of Duck averages

less than 4 mile wide over its 6 mile length.

Further, in support of the Bridge alternative, the Environmental Impact Statement projects the narrowest
portion cited above is likely to be underwater during the life of the Bridge even in the absence of a storm
simply from rising relative sea level (as measured by the Army Corp of Engineers at their site 2 miles to
the south.) In short, there is a non trivial risk that the Currituck Outer Banks could become completely
isolated from practical physical contact with the mainland for some time as difficult to repair “permanent

“ flooding or inlets develop.

Additionally, with an Environmental Impact Statement strongly supporting the bridge alternative, I would
not want to defend a suit that would seem highly likely by wealthy communities to prevent major damage
to their lifestyles and property values... particularly where the number of vacation homes owned by legal
partners in major law firms may well number in the hundreds, he said with a smile.

To put it mildly, the odds of a road widening in this century are not favorable.

in short, the choices are to build the bridge or do nothing. I urge you to maintain the gap funding so the
long planned and sorely needed project can go forward.

Sam Taylor

111 Skimmer Way

Duck, NC 27949

Tel: 252-261-8217

Email: stavlor@saltassoc.com

Please know how much and for how long I have suppored the need for the construction of the mid-
Currituck Bridge. The anticipated benefits will play a vital role in expanding the regional economy,
providing a pivotal role in growing the tourism industry, as well as enhancing the needed infrastructure,
providing jobs, enhancing the quality of life for those of us who live in Duck, and, perhaps most

importantly, facilitating hurricane evacuations.

Carol A. Powell
104 Carrol Drive
Duck, NC 27949



I am writing to let you know that the Mid-Currituck Bridge is still a very important and critically
necessary infrastructure improvement to the Outer Banks.

in linking the outer banks to the mainland, a bridge at Corolla would provide not just a quick [ink for
vacationers going to the beach but would place full time residents closer to larger markets and medical
facilities. In a world of increasing gas shortages, this alone would be a savings.

In terms of safety, the thought of a quick evacuation for any disaster, natural or manmade, would be
ludicrous without this bridge. It would at least give folks a fighting chance in leaving the area.

Placing a bridge at the top of the banks is not only logical but practical from every standpoint. This will
free up the Kitty Hawk Bridge for the residents of that area without having to jockey for space with those
from the northern banks and allow the southern banks residents less congestion in accessing the Manteo

Bridge.
Please strongly consider passing the necessary legislation to make this happen soon.
Thank you

Mary Christianson,
Home owner in Duck, NC

Mary Christianson
848-1225
maryklchrisiiansonf@att.net

I really feel that the mid county bridge will be a great asset to both the main land and the beaches of

Currituck. This is not only an a safety issue but an economic one as well.

I do understand that there may be opposition to this project, but their reasons can only be personal, not
considering the greater good. There has been extensive research and money already spent and it would be
a grzat injustice to not only the residents in Currituck and surrounding counties, but to our tourists that

visit our area.
Respectfully;

C. A. Howard, Jr.

To Whom it May Concern:

This email is to express my sincere support for the Currituck County Mid County Bridge. First of all, it is
a very serious safety issue, and secondly, it would be an asset not just to Currituck County, but to the
surrounding counties in Northeastern North Carolina. The mid county bridge would allow the counties to
expand economically, and create jobs to an area that is hurting economically.

This has long been a dire need for this area, and | implore you to consider the people in the Northeastern
part of this state.



Thank you for your serious consideration.

Rebecca Woodhouse Howard

We desperately need the mid county bridge. It has been dangled before us for decades. We need it
yesterday. I'm a resident of Currituck County and I can tell you the traffic situation in the summertime is
horrendous. The tourists deserve a break too. They spend hours trying to get to Corolla and Carova. |
believe they'd gladly pay a toll to get there much faster and safer. That would spare the lower part of the
county the major backups with traffic at a standstill or at a snails pace for hours at a time. If | had to sit in
that traffic for hours like they do 1 wouldn't come back. 1'd go somewhere else for future vacations.

We need the tourist dollars that are brought to this county. We also need to be able to use our roads.

Alline Aydlett

I want to add my voice to the chorus of other concerned Currituck County citizens who support the
completion of the Currituck Mid County Bridge. I see this project as an urgent requirement for those who
live in and visit Currituck County. Firstly, this project is required to provide safe evacuation for visitors
on the OBX, as well as for those of us living on the mainland-- who will most certainly be impacted in an
emergency evacuation of the OBX and/or the county. It is imperative that we provide a safe and rapid
egress in the case of a hurricane or other emergency. In the not unlikely event of a disaster, | personally
would not want to have to answer questions as to the demise of this initiative when safety issues are so

plainly evident.

Economically, there are many individuals who live on the mainland and work on the OBX. Even
considering a reasonable toll, this would be a significant financial benefit for residents, especially when
considering the ever increasing cost of fuel required to travel the distance. Also, those of us who live on
the mainland and wish to access the amenities on the OBX, would have greatly improved access to these
businesses, which personally, I currently find inaccessible, but would visit probably weekly if there were
a bridge. In considering the economic benefits, one must also consider the time savings for traveling
from Aydlett to Corolla (one to one and one half hours in summer) as an important quality of life issue.

I hate to see this project miss any additional projected dates. I moved here in 1999 and the project has
slipped many, many times. According to life long residents, this project has been in the works for
decades. For safety and economic reasons, I URGE you to fight to make this bridge a reality.

Yvonne Taylor
107 Waterway Court
Aydlett, NC

I have been a resident of Corolla Village since retiring from GE in Washingon, DC-in 1997. My family
and I vacationed in the Corolla area for 15 years prior. We are against the mid-county bridge! It will do
nothing but change this wonderful area, so because of the extra effort required to get here (like an
hour)....Please kill the bridge and keep this sanctuary for those who respect its beauty and natural and
historic importance. [ invite you or whomever to spend a few days as my guest to explore the wonders of
this sand bar so greedily eyed by those who want to exploit.

Paul Hanson
1114 Schoolhouse Lane
Corolla, NC 27927



252 453 4796

I am recomriending that you consider building the mid currituck county bridge. There is no way out of
the outer banks during a hurricane. | tried to leave 2 years ago and went 1/2 mile in two hours. I returned
home and luckily the hurricane by passed us. This is a great concern and Rt. 12 is always busy with traffic
during the summer. Anything you can do to make this happen--building a bridge would be appreciated. |
have heard about the bridge coming for at least the last 15 years or more. Thank you for your attention in

this matter.

Car»l Dudek
1115 Carotank Rd.
Corolla, NC 27927

Kolt Ulm:

[ have lived on the Currituck Outer Banks for the last 15 years and vacationed in the Outer Banks for 20
years preceding my move here. | have been outspoken in my opposition to the mid-county bridge project
since its inception for all of the reasons set forth in my prior letter to the Turnpike Authority (see
attachment). I respectfully request that this e-mail and its attachment be read into your public comment
meeting on October 5,2012. | would appear personally but I am scheduled for surgery on that date.

Additionally, Currituck County management has publicly stated that the bridge is needed to make the
Currituck Outer Banks more accessible to potential seasonal employees living on the mainland. Seasonal
employees average about $100/day in gross wages. Would anyone having any sense spend more than
50% of their gross wages on bridge tolls slated to cost $40-60/day??

We are relying on you to help preserve the very unique ecosystem and quaint nature of one of North
Carolina's premier resort communities and a major source of the State's tax revenues. Thank you in
advance for your consideration of my concerns regarding this massive project of very dubious utility.

Barry S. Richman

868 Welk Court

Corolla, NC 27927
252-453-0626
brichman868{embargmail.com

May 3, 2010

Mr. David Joyner

Executive Director of the NC Turnpike Authority
C/o Jennifer Harris, PE

1578 Mail Service Center

Raleigh, NC 27699-1578

Dear Mr. Joyner:

I recently read the article in the April 13, 2010 edition of The Coastland Times relating to an interview
with you regarding the proposed Mid-Currituck bridge. [ was floored by your statement that; “The



community has been waiting for the project to reach this milestone...” In all due respect, sir, who in the
world have you been listening to?

Over the last several decades, | have had the opportunity to converse with literally thousands of Currituck
Outer Banks residents, non-resident property owners and tourists and have come away with one
overriding comment from a large majority of these people - we live/own/visit the Currituck Outer Banks
because of its remote, pristine nature, not in spite of it!

As an opponent of the proposed Currituck Mid-County Bridge project, I have repeatedly publicly
questioned the utility of the proposed bridge for a number of very pertinent reasons and am now bringing
my concerns 1o you as follows:

L2

There is no reputable evidence that the proposed bridge will have any appreciable beneficial
impact on reducing evacuation times prior to or during impending natural disasters. Neither the
Federal Government nor its Corps of Army Engineers found any appreciable benefit to exist! In
fact, there is plenty of historical evidence that any means of easing access to a geographical area
spurs residential and commercial development in the area surrounding the access point. One only
needs to look at what happens in any area where a new bridge, highway ramp or subway station is
built for clear evidence of that fact. An increased rate of development; without a comprehensive
traffic management plan including the widening of NC 12 to its intersection with US 158, the
building of a NC 12/US- 158 flyover and the widening of the US 158/168 corridor from its
intersection with NC 12 to the Virginia State line, will exacerbate the problem sought to be
alleviated by the bridge, rather than cure it! Making the evacuation-value of such a project even
more suspect, official representatives of the Commonwealth of Virginia stated at a recent
Hurricane Preparedness meeting that it is their intent to close the NC/VA border to northbound
traffic if traffic backups appear imminent in VA during such an evacuation-event! That means
that all evacuation traffic will be funneled inland in NC via the 158W/17S or 158E/64W
corridors, causing monumental traffic backups in Corolla.

Many of the residents, tourists and non-resident Currituck Outer Banks property owners
came/come to Currituck because of its remote, pristine nature, not in spite of it! They choose to
embark on a long journey and pass the litany of larger, more developed beach communities that
populate the entire east coast of the United States to vacation here. The building of the bridge
will forever alter the remote/quiet nature of the Currituck Outer Banks and the Sound
communities on the Currituck mainland. Do we really need another Wildwood, Ocean City,

Myt tle Beach,

Atlantic City or Virginia Beach here? [n addition, the damage to the environment of this
“sportsman’s paradise” and its wildlife sanctuaries will be devastating — oil slicks on the
Currituck Sound and its marshes from oil condensation runoff from the road surface of the bridge,
destruction of wildlife habitat caused by bridge construction, noise pollution, etc. The State and

Federal Governments recognized the potential for such adverse environmental impacts!

The only physical factor deterring serious criminai activity on the Currituck Outer Banks is a
limited access and egress route. Clear evidence exists nation-wide of substantial increases in
seérious crime spurred by increasing ease of access to and egress from geographic areas.

Where are the requisite plans for the public accommodations needed to handle the increased
traffic into the Currituck Outer Banks caused by the presence of a Mid-County Bridge? The
State’s own economic justification package depends heavily, for its economic success, on a very
large increase in traffic flow to the Currituck Quter Banks from the “day-tripping” residents of
the Tidewater area.

a. Where are the plans for the hundreds of (maybe thousands of) additional parking spaces
needed to accommodate the increased influx of day-trippers — a total of maybe 200 to 300
spaces currently exist at the Whalehead Club, the Currituck Lighthouse, the Southern



Public Beach Access and several parking lots in the Whalehead Beach subdivision? The
current lots are full and overflowing during the season. If plans exist to expand parking,
they certainly have not been made public. As part of their storm-water drainage plan for
Whalehead Beach, the County plans on discontinuing allowable use of several of the
Whalehead Beach parking lots, which will further exacerbate the parking problems.

b. Where are the plans for the multiplicity of changing rooms needed to accommodate the
increased influx of day-trippers so that they can properly enjoy a day at the bcach? There
currently exists but one set of public changing rooms at the Southern Public Beach
Access. If plans exist to expand public changing facilities, they certainly have not been
made public

¢.  Where are the plans for the multiplicity of public restrooms needed to accommodate the
increased influx of day-trippers-there currently exists one set of public restrooms at the
Currituck Lighthouse and one set at the Southern Public Beach Access? If plans exist to
expand public restroom facilities, they certainly have not been made public. The lack of
public restroom facilities is currently so bad that Currituck County recently enacted an
ordinance barring public urination and defecation!

d. Where are the plans for expanded fire and rescue facilities and staffing, law enforcement
staffing, ocean rescue staffing and medical facilities needed to accommodate the
increased population (year-round and seasonal) on the Currituck Outer Banks? If plans
exist to expand such
Facilities and staffing levels, they certainly have not been made public.

With the current rate of influx of dav-trippers, it is not uncommon for Currituck Outer Banks
property owners and lease-holders (o find strange cars parked on their properties and community
streets (in violation of Currituck County Ordinance), strangers using their; outdoor showers to
rinse off and change clothes, their hot tubs and pools, and their property for the purpose of
relieving themselves. The increased influx of day-trippers resulting from the proposed bridge
will just exacerbate this problem without the increased levels of public accommodations needed
as noted above!

Where are the plans to resolve the daily traffic problems in the 4-wheel drive areas of the.
northern reaches of the Currituck Outer Banks (beyond the northern extent of NC 12), which
clearly would be exacerbated by the increased influx of day-trippers? It’s currently a mess during
the season with a deadly mix of bathers, people surf fishing, ATVs and dirt bikes and 4-wheel
drive vehicles. Does the State intend to open up access to all of its beaches to vehicular traffic to
disperse the growing problem?

Many of the Dare County communities to the South of the Currituck Outer Banks endorse the
Mid-County Bridge project, viewing it as a means to dramatically ease the traffic logjams created
in large measure by poor traffic management planning when all of the commercial and residential
development occurred along the NC 12 corridor in the northern sections of Dare County. Such a
view is extremely short-sighted since a large percentage of the traffic along NC 12 is created by:
(1) Currituck Outer Banks residents and tourists heading south to avail themselves of the fine
restaurants, shopping facilities, cultural facilities and events, historical sites, etc located in Dare
County; (2) southern Dare County residents and tourists heading north to avail themselves of the
fine restaurants and shopping facilities located in Duck and Corolla; and (3) Dare County
residents heading for their employment sites located in Duck and the Currituck Outer Banks.
None of the traffic created by these folks will be diverted by the existence of a Mid-County
Bridge! In fact, if the bridge proves to have the expected effect of spurring increased
development on the Currituck Outer Banks, the increased population (residential, employment
and seasonal) created by the bridge will exacerbate the traffic problems, not cure them, without a
comprehensive area-wide traffic management plan along with its infrastructure in place before the
first vehicle traverses the bridge if its to be built at all.




7. Assuming that Currituck County plans for the infrastructure required to support the bridge. who
will foot the bill (millions upon millions of dollars) to acquire the land. develop construction
plans and build the facilities. Do the State and/or Federal Governments stand ready to foot the
bill? Would it be equitable to saddle the Currituck County taxpayers with the cost of resolving
what appears to be a regional traffic problem created in large measure by the past development
planning inadequacies of Dare County? What if the bridge is built and falls flat on its economic
face — who will provide the funding for the economic shortfall and/or assume management
responsibility for the “white elephant™?

8. Does it make any sense whatsoever to commit to building a new bridge of dubious utility when
the State has so many bridges in immediate need of major structural repair?

9. Lastly, what a disgraceful “slap-in-the-face™ the award of the project to a foreign company would
be to the American engineering and construction industries, particularly in view of America’s

current economic woes.

In conclusion, those of us who oppose the proposed bridge recognize that there is a real problem of
unrestrained growth and traffic on the Outer Banks. What is needed is a comprehensive plan to address
relief of the traffic problems area-wide and a common-sense plan to key growth to maintain the unique
nature of the Outer Banks and to the availability of services and public accommodations and the rest of
the infrastructure necessary to support the planned growth. We just do not see how the proposed Mid-
County Bridge project by itself addresses and solves these critical problems.

Sincerely,

Barry S. Richman

868 Welk Court

Corolla, NC 27927
252-453-0626
brichman868iembarqmail.com

The Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee

Dear Sirs,

Thank you for all your hard work addressing the building of the Mid-Currituck Bridge. We appreciate
that it can’t be an easy decision, however, we wish to urge you to finalize the plans to construct this

bridge before we experience a catastrophic event.

Above all is the safety concern. Living here in Southern Shores along Route 12, we have witnessed 10
hour long traffic jams during hurricane evacuations. This is just asking for a tragic outcome with stalled
cars, no bathrooms, no water/food available, no gas stations if the electricity is out(as it has been in the
past), and most assuredly deaths with stalled cars sitting in hurricane winds and ocean overflow. We see it

truly as a tragedy just waiting to happen.

We appreciate the financial concerns of the NC Legislature but we consider the Mid —Currituck bridge as
a win-win situation. It can only enhance tourism and the regional economy, creating much needed jobs.
After 20 years of planning and $18 million dollars spent is it not time to move forward on the Mid-
Currituck bridge? Most importantly, we don’t think that you would like to have unneeded deaths on your
conscience if you do nothing to facilitate hurricane evacuations here on the Outer Banks of North

Carolina.



Sincerely Yours,

William and Y vonne Duiker

10 Kingfisher Trail. Southern Shores, NC, 27949
Phone(252)261-0780

widyvdi@msn.com

To Whom It May Concera:

We are full time residents of Corolla, NC and wish to have our e-mail read as part of the record.

We are both opposed to the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge. The plan is ill-conceived and
extremely detrimental to the health and welfare of the environment and community of Corolla. The
infrastructure will literally split our community in two, with no way to pass from one side to another
without tranversing a 4 lane highway and 15 foot ditches, not to mention the median down the center of
the highway. The highway will eliminate 12 houses and businesses.

The bridge itself is not warranted for traffic until the year 2035, as shown by all studies performed on
both sides. There is no evacuation plan agreement between NC and VA, pushing what will then be all of
158 and the bridge traffic into one small area. Right now Corolla funds 70% of coliected taxes to
Currituck County, and the bridge may even kill some of that income when this area becomes another
Myrtle Beach. No family living in Currituck can afford the tolls currently being proposed on this

bridge. Studies conducted have shown the detriment on the environment.

We felt if you are requesting e-mails of support, please read our non-support into the same record.
Thank you for your courtesies

Richard and Karen Galganski
873 Welk Court, Corolla, NC

Dear Mr. Kolt Ulm:

I am writing to the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee and key legislators to express
my continued support for the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

Tourism is the economic engine of North Carolina's Outer Banks counties. In 2011, tourism in Currituck
and Dare counties accounted for almost $1 Billion in economic impact, 12,640 jobs (paying $198 Million
in local salaries), and $95.6 million in State and Local taxes. Tourism spending throughout North
Carolina hit a record $18 billion; tax receipts from visitor spending eclipsed $1 billion for the first time
ever. Meanwhile, the industry accounted for 187,900 jobs in 2011, translating into $4 billion in salaries

to North Carolinians.

Building the Mid-Currituck Bridge would play a central role in expanding this crucial regional economy.
it would also accelerate and expand the entire tourism industry in the state of North Carolina.

But, the tourism industry relies heavily on strong infrastructure to thrive and grow. This is why the
ability of our roads and highways on the Outer Banks to safely and efficiently carry passengers to their
destination is of paramount importance. Of the 7.5 million Outer Banks visitors, an estimated 75% arrive



from the north via I-64 and Hampton Roads. Most visitors arrive Friday thru Sunday, the primary check-

in days for beach cottages.

The current highways in Currituck and Dare Counties fail to meet this demand. Weekend congestion
causes consistent traffic backups of two hours or more on both US 158 and NC 12. These massive delays
are an inconvenience for visitors and, most alarmingly, for residents, local employees, first responders
and busy law enforcement officers. The situation results in both short and long-term damage to the Outer
Banks region and our state's tourism industry - especially as we compete with alternative vacation
destinations to both the north and south.

Construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge will have a badly needed immediate economic impact through
the creation of thousands of jobs during the construction phase. Long term the bridge will provide
opportunities for further development on the mainland of Currituck County creating economic growth for
the county. However, most importantly the bridge will relieve congestion for tourists making the Outer
Banks a more convenient vacation destination while addressing growing public safety concerns. It will
also provide a badly needed alternative route for hurricane evacuation from the Outer Banks.

This bridge has been in the planning stage for more than twenty years. lts financial feasibility is sound.
Much has been accomplished: $18 million dollars has already been invested in the project. I urge you to
not delay this project any further, just as a Record of Decision and commercial closing are within grasp.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Eric Craig
21285 Hidden Pond PI
Broadlands, VA 20148-4021

Daniel Stephenson

4813 Berrywood Rd
Virginia Beach, VA 23464-
5874

Karen Ish
112 Teal Dr
Currituck, NC 27929-9630

Willtam Brockley
26 Lynn Dr
Albany, NY 12205-4919

William Rushing

11031 Bacon Race Rd
Woodbridge, VA 22192-
5754

Robert Iwanowski2

Old Manor Ct
Reisterstown, MD 21136-
5664

James Owens
PO Box 1
Maple, NC 27956-0001

B JUNE KLIMKIEWICZ
3012 Lynndale RdVirginia
Beach, VA 23452-6218

Howard Prince

185 Bayview Dr

Stumpy Point, NC 27978-
9663

Richard Sedgley
146 Dunton Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9678

Tony Quagliariello
2386 False Cape Rd
Corolla, NC 27927-9338

MILLIE KENNEDY
6019 Larkspur Dr
Alexandria, VA 22310-1509

jeffkrill
74 Magnolia Dr
Stafford, VA 22556-3656

Holly Jewell
109 S Hudson St
Arlington, VA 22204-1804

ROBERT SCHENK JR
426 Myrtle Pond Rd
Corolla, NC 27927-9693

Monte Lorell

14 13th Ave

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3209

Linda Pasqua
101 Waterside Dr
Harbinger, NC 27941-9728

Steven Shuder
543 Hunt Club Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-2214



Shannon Ice

2821 Rosemary L.n

Falls Church, VA 22042-
1811

james hayes
1630 Sandfiddler Rd
Corolla. NC 27927-9399

Tanya Rachfal
719 Genessee St
Annapolis, MD 21401-2313

Steve Klimkiewicz

1405 N Woodhouse Rd
Virgima Beach, VA 23454-
1631

M MCOUPLAND
2181 Ocean Pearl Rd
Corolla, NC 27927-9325

Clarke Jones, I
9800 Jeb Stuart Pkwy
Glen Alien, VA 23059-6524

Conor Larkin
460 Narrow Shore Rd
Ayclett, NC 27916-9736

Paul Purwin
241 Long Fellow Cove
Corlolla, NC 27927

Rodney Perry

81 S Dogwood Trl

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3803

David Mescall
47474 Coldspring Pl
Sterling, VA 20165-7402

Donna Starr
106 Gannet Cv
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-4606

Jay Neal
951 Whalehead Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9668

Steven Sepanak

6 W North Carolina Ave
Long Beach Township, NJ
08008-3047

William Schwindt

9823 Laurel Hollow Cir
Germantown, TN 38139-
6967

Nadine E Kickham
1551 Sandpiper Road
Corolla, NC 27927

John Sugden
1130 Bodie Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-

Christine Robertson
516 Ist St
Oradell, NJ 07649-1728

Joseph Paulini
108 Dianne St
Duck, NC 27949-4465

christy hrozencik
141 Bayberry Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4527

Jeff Rehling

64 Countrywood Dr
Morris Plains, NJ 07950-
3239

Barry Nelms

104 Kelly Ln

Poplar Brarich, NC 27965-
9706

Denise Spears
640 Blakeston Dr
Richmond, VA 23236-4130

Robert Jaeger

207 Drift Ave
Lawrenceville, NJ 08648-
3507

Robert Mayn
5929 Griffith Rd

Laytonsville, MD 20882-
2032

cary scottoline

637 Thorncroft Dr

West Chester, PA 19380-
6446

Marian Johnson
PO Box 8366
Duck, NC 27949-8366

Stephen R. SIaughter
312 Handley Blvd
Winchester, VA 22601-3721

Robert Jones

8 Hiawatha Ct
Williamsburg, VA 23185-
3109

IVANA NICHOLS
225 Bay Dy
White Stone, VA 22578-2117

Tiina Page
536 Sandbucket Arch
Corolla, NC 27927-9656

Ian Morris

2504 Little Acorn Ct
Virginia Beach, VA 23456-
3817

Peggy Pfeiff
731 Ridge Point Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-8304

Joseph Paulini
108 Dianne St
Duck, NC 27949-4465

Michael Pulver
6406 Few Star Ct
Columbia, MD 21044-6004

cathy paukert

7509 Brookville Rd
Chevy Chase, MD 20815-
4053



Fugenia Judge
214 Blenny Ln
Chester, MD 21619-2234

Lynn Panagos
719 Ridge Point Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-8304

Thomas Roulley
503 Sunfish Ln
Corolla, NC 27927-9202

Martha Rice
20283 Kiawah Island Dr
Ashburn, VA 20147-3174

Elizabeth Porter

221 69th St _
Virginia Beach, VA 23451-
2049

Donna McKinnon

26039 Glasgow Dr
South Riding, VA 20152-
1777

Joseph Hilla
1904 Clinton Ave
Alameda, CA 94501-8104

Kérl Lanks
142 Wampum Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4554

Karl Lanks
142 Wampum Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4554

Ted Neely
792 Columbia Rd
Corolla, NC 27927-

Daniel Reed

111 Cannon Dr

Newport News, VA 23602-
7403

Sally Gribbon
4931 Oriole Dr
Chesapeake, VA 23321-1292

Pam Kirk
13906 Rock Brook Ct
Clifton, VA 20124-2528

Janet Scollick
1300 Sandcastle
Corolla, NC 27972

Charles Johnson
798 Columbia Road
Corolla, NC 27927

Connie Hagy
1027 Corolla Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9684

Ralph Hodges
PO Box 1756
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-1756

John Raezer
85 Spencer Ave
Lancaster, PA 17603-4853

Matthew Koenig
460 Narrow Shore Rd
Aydlett, NC 27916-9736

Bea Lisi
117 Willow Oaks Ln
Mullica Hill, NJ 08062-4535

Kimberly Searfoss

491 Belmont Bay Dr
Woodbridge, VA 22191-
5474

Dawn Pascale
2238 Sandfiddler Rd
Corolla, NC 27927-9358

John Stokes
3200 Azalea Pl
Lynchburg, VA 24503-3123

Peter McAliney
625 Roosevelt St
Westfield, NJ 07090-4172

paul labbee
901 Bath Rd

Bristol, PA 19007-6418

Edward Halley
1723 Cattail Meadows Dr
Woodbine, MD 21797-7851

James Lea 111
4250 Granby St
Norfolk, VA 23504-1127

Doug Macnaught
160 River Glen Road
Carbondale, CO 81623

Ed Reddington
100 Seabreeze Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4506

Kajo Paukert
9514 Andrew Dr
Twinsburg, OH 44087-2734

Thomas McCaffrey
709 Burnt House Point
Colonial Beach, VA 22443

john mansoorr
511 Fairfax Ave
Norfolk, VA 23507-2109

Barry Reisig
1026 Broad Branch Ct
McLean, VA 22101-2139

Stephanie Lane

700 New Hampshire Ave
NW

Washington, DC 20037-2407

Michael Rollin
1245 Duck Rd
Duck, NC 27949-4591

Scott Miller
15034 Clementine Way
Haymarket, VA 20169-3318

Jason Reed

8303 Nyesville Rd
Chambersburg, PA 17202-
9631



Stephen McPhail
939 Corolla Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9685

Breada Stokes
3200 Azalea Pl
Lynchburg, VA 24503-3123

Gay Goodwin

2270 Ridgeway Ln
Charlottesville, VA 2291 1-
8663

Eugene Lindsay
128 Shearwater Way
Duck, NC 27949-4618

Benjamin Harden

10290 Henderson Hall Rd
Mechanicsville, VA 23116-
5134

David Morris
125 Steppland Rd
Butler, PA 16002-7605

Matthew Hill Byrne
1066 Corolla Dr
Corolia, NC 27927-9684

Debbie Mayn

5929 Griffith Rd
Laytonsville, MD 20882-
2032

Allan Starr
106 Gannet Cv
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-4606

Katherine Pledger
9618 S Thomas Dr
Panama City Beach, FL
32408-4216

rick sumner
1231 Waterlily Rd
Coinjock, NC 27923-9747

Donna Hedrick
103 Lolas Dr

Newport News, VA 23600-
[113

Walter Overfield
766 Lakeshore Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-9627

Bill Johnston

621 N Speakman Ln
West Chester, PA 19380-
6452

Beth O"Shields
117 Alex Ln
Moyock, NC 27958-9278

James McKay

4605 Kamet Ct
Woodbridge, VA 22193-
4842

Robert Swain
223 Hicks Bay Ln
Corolla, NC 27927-9527

Michael Farriss
402 Deep Neck Rd
Corolla, NC 27927-

Lisa DeMarco
971 Lighthouse Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9669

Samuel] Wise
123 Poteskeet Trl
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-3510

Barbara Bboher

1517 Millington Dr
Virginia Beach, VA 23464-
8627

Henry Good
1133 Morris Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9679

Karla Bradshaw
502 Magnolia Way
Corolla, NC 27927-9541

Dennis Ainge
108 Widgeon Dr
Duck. NC 27949-4437

Jill Fernald
1039 Whalehead Dr
Corolia, NC 27927-9683

Douglas Banzhof
1199 Penn Grant Rd
Lancaster, PA 17602-1826

Shirley Casey

12029 Yates Ford Rd
Fairfax Station, VA 22039-
1502

sean harris
849 Hurlock Ln
Galloway, OH 43119-8779

Sonya Booher
184 Cotonial Beach Rd
Jarvisburg, NC 27947-9703

Vicki Hauser

102 Jones Mill Ln
Williamsburg, VA 23185-
3370

Edward Wunderer
8117 Barksdale Rd
Towson, MD 21286-8018

phillip utter
177 Main St
Morris, NY 13808-6917

William Dougherty
3701 25th StN
Arlington, VA 22207-5011

Christine Cassotis

38 Lois Ave

East Brunswick, NJ 08816-
2905

Anne Hunter
120 Bufflehead Road
Duck, NC 27949



Patricia Wolfen
10024 Wood Sorrels Ln
Burke, VA 22015-2724

Ashley Eanes
20575 Middlebury St
Ashburn, VA 20147-3696

Sean Dougherty
611 Tern Arch
Corolla, NC 27927-9643

Barry Goldsmith
1185 Park Ave
New York, NY 10128-1355

Ellen Fiorda
1566 Thomas Ln
Blacksburg, VA 24060-9310

James Fisher
729 Dotties Waltk
Corolla, NC27927-8302

Megan Booth
619 S Highland St
Arlington, VA 22204-2434

Richard Gary Jr
971 Misty Pond Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-9617

Greg Greenwood
1095 Torrey Pines St NI
Warren, OH 44484-671 1

Joseph Galea
1021 Rosemarie Ln
Blue Bell, PA 19422-2035

hugh forehand
3005 Golden Hind Rd
Chesapeake, VA 23321-5802

Joshua Vichness
8423 Georgian Way
Annandale, VA 22003-4408

Colin Branton
2502 Jacks Hollow Rd

South Williamsport. PA
17702-8761

Wayne Cummings
9818 S Chawanook Ct
Nags Head, NC 27959-9503

Marietta Barrett
917 Jill Dr
Pittsburgh, PA 15227-1337

William Acree
1135 Austin St
Corolla, NC 27927-9680

John Alexander
4311 S Victoria Way
Harrisburg, PA 17112-8633

David Conlon
24146 Creekview Ln
Carroliton, VA 23314-2106

R. Donald Waltz, Jr
77 N 3rd St
Hughesville, PA 17737-1901

Cathy Dyer
13429 Crandall Ct
Henrico, VA 23233-1029

Richard Cohan
2 Dwayne Rd

. Old Saybrook, CT 06475-

1115

J DAmico
211 W Street Ext
Warwick, NY 10990-3217

Alexander Blanton
112 Tuckahoe Dr E
Duck, NC 27949-4546

Jeanne Bosti k

12291 Wadsworth Way
Woodbridge, VA 22192-
6244

Jacqueline Branyan
4688 Crossborough Rd

Virginia Beach, VA 23455-
4778 '

Stephanie Vichness
8423 Georgian Way
Annandale, VA 22003-4408

susan gentile
106 Ships Watch Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4636

Tammiec Weaston Fisher
729 Dotties Walk
Corolla, NC 27927-8302

Mark Farmer
1665 Desert Rd
Reva, VA 22735-3917

rob feber
1039 Westover Ave
Norfolk, VA 23507-1415

Maureen Gnyra

1 Moonlight Ct
Millstone Township, NJ
08510-7991

Lindsay Forehand
3028 Princess Anne Cres
Chesapeake, VA 23321-4556

Edward Wasloski

12108 Deer Haven Rd
Marriottsville, MD 21104-
1455

JOHN WOODS
600 Quarrier St
Charleston, WV 25301-2121

Richard Edsall

375 Grist Mill Dr

Basking Ridge, NJ 07920-
2429

Ruth Crider
103 Fyvie Dr
Barco, NC 27917-9562



Bryan Goldman
8409 Rapley Ridge Ln
Potomac, MD 20854-5479

Kent Gilliam
PO Box 845
Chesterfield, VA 23832-0012

Bruno Arnassan
5916 Barnstable Ct
Glen Allen, VA 23059-5766

REGINA BELLAMY
616 Creekside Ct
Chesapeake, VA 23320-9255

Karen French
106 Station Bay Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4609

Jeff Field
19 Riding Path
Hampton, VA 23669-1082

john booth
342 W Freemason St
Norfolk, VA 23510-1284

James Fagersten
101 Dune Rd
Duck, NC 27949-4544

Tom Coffey

1107 Cambridge Rd

Kill Devil Hills, NC 27948-
9522

Joseph Farina
378 Southbank Rd
Landenberg, PA 19350-1018

Virginia Flis
168 N 8th Ave
Manville, NJ 08835-1269

Rotert Wallace
790 Columbia Rd
Corolla, NC 27927-

Rebecca Harris
105 Greenmeadow Dr

Colonial Heights, VA 23834-
1762

ronald booher

1517 Millington Dr
Virginia Beach, VA 23464-
8627

Marlene Branton

149 Hampton Way
Montoursville, PA 17754-
9120

Susan Daniels
816 Whistier Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-

Keith Cummings
884 Indigo Ct
Corolla. NC 27927-9582

Tony Abolfotouh
917 Whalchead Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9668

Steve Bogle
{11 Doxey Creek Rd
Currituck, NC 27929-9699

Deborah Caton

PO Box 1003

Kill Devil Hills, NC 27948-
1003

Gregory Taylor
670 Hunt Club Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9573

Bevley F Butler
PO Box 785
Scottsvitle, VA 24590-0785

Karen Yanni
1310 High Dune Loop
Corolla, NC 27927-

Ronald ECKERLE
106 Gannet Ln |
Duck, NC 27949-4605

Paul Vichness
24 Morgantine Rd
Roseland, NJ 07068-1009

Michael Bly
543 Hunt Club Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-2214

Kathleen Fee

236 Cheltenham Dr
Virginia Beach, VA 23454-
4332

Gerald Blackie

22101 Forest Villa Lane
1404

McLean, FL 22101

Brian Sinnett
705 Joshuas Way
Deale, MD 20751-2423

Blair Stiner
111 Bias Ln E
Duck, NC 27949-4505

Amy Planch
1049 Tulls Creek Rd
Moyock, NC 27958-9378

bruce pollock
403-a Deep Neck Road
Corolfa, NC 27927

Gail King
2056 Martins Point Rd
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-3814

Andrew Holzwarth
1046 Baum Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-9692

James Redmond
533 Sandbucket Arch
Corolla, NC 27927-9656

Denny Hylton
119 N Snow Geese Dunes
Duck, NC 27949-4640



Dan Palaschak
1066 Ocean Trl
Corolla, NC 27927-9606

Richard Pasqua
101 Waterside Dr
Harbinger, NC 27941-9728

ken OShea
43293 Burke Dale St
Chantilly, VA 20152-1711

Natalee Pfeifer
121 Dot Sears Dr
Grandy, NC 27939-9714

Samuel Oliva
747 Valley St
Maplewood, NJ 07040-2665

Rae Sawyer
1479 Ocean Pearl Rd
Corolla, NC 27927

Harry Schepers
‘1158 Franklyn Drive
Corolla, NC 27927

Walter Gresham

320 Tern Ct

Kill Devil Hills, NC 27948-
9217

Rene Langley
11279 Caruthers Way
Glen Allen, VA 23059-1854

Ellen Stork
118 Trinitie Dr .
Duck, NC 27949-4436

Thomas Hudak
PO Box 492
Corolla, NC 27927-0492

Sidney Martin
7041 Linden Rd
Fenton, M1 48430-9324

Kevin McArdle
1101 Morris Dr

Corolta, NC 27927-9679

Kathleen McGrattan
1213 Claytor Ct
Chesapeake, VA 23320-8183

ERIC HUSTON

1209 Regal Ln
Crownsville, MD 21032-
1405

Sandy Moore
135 Widgeon Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4439

Daniel O"Connell

33 E Dogwood Trl

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3317

Janet Miller
15034 Clementine Way
Haymarket, VA 20169-3318

James Kimidy
14271 W Wind Dr
Onancock, VA 23417-3427

Linda Self
2220 Barclay Ct
Fairborn, OH 45324-6002

Linda Palombo

159 Duck Rd

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
4564

Steve Kirk
1239 Windjammer Ct
Corolla, NC 27927

Robert D. Palombo
159 Duck Road
Southern Shores, NC 27949

Elizabeth McCaulley
108 Teague Ct
Harbinger, NC 27941-9726

Richard Bottomley
710 Hunt Club Dr

Corolla, NC 27927-9575

Jerry Zvonkovich
505 Hoover Dr
Apollo, PA 15613-1747

Pete Hill-Byrne
13807 Sloan St
Rockville, MD 20853-2558

George Rumney
761 Lakeshore Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-9627

James Lawrence
504 Brown Pelican Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-9546

Dave Conlon
758 Cormorant Trl
Corolla, NC 27927-9638

I William Berger

6477 College Park Sq
Suite 306

Virginia Beach, VA 23464-
3611

Lawrence Goldrich

6477 College Park Sq

#3006

Virginia Beach, VA 23464-
3611

Susan Murphy
566 Hunt Club Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-2211

Charles Fiynn
821 Whistler Ct
Corolla, NC 27927

Dorlan Owens
204 Harbinger Ridge Rd
Harbinger, NC 27941-9751

William Dondarski
30 Ten Eyck PI
Edison, NJ 08820-3223



Carl YODER
46729 Inverness Rd
Canton, M1 48188-3051

Bill & Sue Broaddus

31 E Dogwood Trl

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3317

Thomas Tingle

316 the Maine W
Williamsburg, VA 23185-
1448 '

Nate Headley
5505 Mecklenburg Rd
Greensboro, NC 27407-7234

hugh forehand
3005 Golden Hind Rd
Chesapeake, VA 23321-5802

ken gregory
6211 Lake Rd
Medina, OH 44256-8837

Justin Booth
619 S Highland St
Arlington, VA 22204-2434

'Cindy Amos
43287 Creekbank Ct
Lansdowne, VA 20176-1836

James Eaton

138 Oyster Bed Ln
Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3508

Linda Sadler

808 W 5th St

Kill Devil Hills, NC 27948-
6849

Benjamin Cubler

27 Widgeon Ct

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3843

Maria Fargione
3101 Columbia St

Kill Devil Hills, NC 27948-
9476

William Vines
100 Savannah Ave
Grandy, NC 27939-9779

Patricia Smith
9802 Peppermill Pl
Vienna, VA 22182-1957

Terrence Judge
901 Whalehead Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9668

Dennis Kedzior
3086 Tudor Hall Rd
Riva, MD 21140-1324

Dolores Harris
23505 Owen Farm Rd
Carrollton, VA 23314-2017

Kenneth Wagner
205 Mt Oak PI
Annapolis, MD 21409-5868

John F Alexander
4311 S Victoria Way

. Harrisburg, PA 17112-8633

Eugene Michelini
653 Oleander Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-9583

Kim Skwierawski
560 Porpoise Pt
Corolla, NC 27927-9655

Ellen Vaughan
1102 Strong Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-9368

Mary Hayes

1630 Sandfiddler Rd

12609 Lancey Ct.Midlo. VA
Corolla, NC 27927-9399

lindsay weatherford
3028 Princess Anne Cres
Chesapeake, VA 23321-4556

Fred Johnsen
8017 Carita Ct
Bethesda, MD 20817-6907

Diana Cummings
9818 S Chawanook Ct
Nags Head, NC 27959-9503

Kim Endre
PO Box 812
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-0812

Stephen Romine

4 Sandpiper Ln E

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3301

Wendy Romine
4i6 Myrtle Pond Rd

Corolla, NC 27927-9693

David Bell
10507 Sitk Oak Dr
Vienna, VA 22182-1841

Thomas McKannon
16659 Malory Ct
Dumfries, VA 22025-3128

Jacki Unick
3277 Schoolhouse Rd
Middletown, PA 17057-3551

Larry Ellis

2509 Stemwell Blvd
North Chesterfield, VA
23236-1587

Gwen Harrison
89 Stonehedge Dr
Glenmoore, PA 19343-8903

Michael Zona

31 10th Ave W

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3224

Rob Ladd
5228 Birch Ln
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-4003



[ G Sullivan

31 10th Ave W

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3224

dan hudson

5102 Leatherback Rd
Woodbridge, VA 22193-
5834

John Moyer
13 Kingswood Dr
New Hope, PA 18938-2213

Denise Rehling

64 Countrywood Dr
.Morris Plains, NJ 07950-
3239

Matt Brown
788 West Meeting St
Corolla, NC 27927

kimberly mcgowan
10 Williams Dr
Annapolis, MD 21401-2215

Michael McGowan
10 Williams Dr
Annapolis, MD 21401-2215

Rodney Derstine

7581 Franklin Cir
Coopersburg, PA 18036-
3441

John Stokes
3200 Azalea P1
Lynchburg, VA 24503-3123

Denise Bell
10507 Silk Oak Dr
Vienna, VA 22182-1841

joe oliver

23307 Woodfield Rd
Gaithersbury, MD 20882-
3013

Lori McGraw
PO Box 146

Kitty Hawk. NC 27949-0146

Joe McGraw
PO Box 146
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-0146

Annette Buttery
102 Waterview Rd
Suffolk, VA 23435-1731

Deborah Garcia

116 Clamshell Trl

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
9533

Wallace Bateman
521 Clover Ln
Perkasie, PA 18944-1243

Kenneth Pritchard

PO Box 1870

11146 Beacon Way
Lusby, MD 20657-6870

Leonard Ponessi
752 Ridge Point Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-8303

Joyce Jaeger

207 Drift Ave
Lawrenceville, NJ 08648-
3507

HELEN COOK
107 Cofield Ct
Duck, NC 27949-4362

Susan Flanigan

7615 Rudyard St

Falls Church, VA 22043-
2909

martin zoller

5 Fieldstone Dr

Basking Ridge, NJ 07920-
1605

Lawrence Ball
1811 Mountainside Dr
Blacksburg, VA 24060-9203

Stefan Kribbeler

1336 Crows Foot Rd
Marriottsville, MD 21104-
1453

darlene diamond
410 26th St SW
Roanoke, VA 24014-2303

Pamela Hill-Byrne
8447 Emory Grove Rd
Gaithersburg, MD 20877

thomas cona
23 Candlewyck Way
Cherry Hill, NJ 08003-1226

Susan Holte
3900 14th StN
Arlington, VA 22201-4932

Brenda Stokes
3200 Azalea Pl
Lynchburg, VA 24503-3123

Barbara Euler
8000 Parklane Ct
Springfield, VA 22153-2614

John Morris

655 N Windswept
Currituck Club, Corolla, NC
27929

William Minsch
1243 WindJammer Ct
Corolla, NC 27927

Ronald Cleary

29 Bayview Ave

East Setauket, NY 11733-
3933

Megan Givey
2246 Sandfiddler Rd
Corolla, NC 27927-9358

elizabeth hibbard
752 Hunt Club Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9575



Aaron Guiterman
4152 36th St S
Arlington, VA 22206-1806

Jeff Unick
1014 Corolla Dr
Corolla. NC 27927-9684

JAMES FARMER
11 Partridge Ln
Cherry Hill, NJ 08003-2269

JAMES FARMER
116 BUNTING
DUCK, NC 27949

Betsy Spencer
17371 lvy Ln
Culpeper, VA 22701-8011

Reese C Evans
728 W Kitty Hawk Rd
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-4234

Carleen Michalski
2604 W Walnut St
Colmar, PA 18915-9771

Chris Clark
4720 S Virginia Dare Trl
Nags Head, NC 27959-9294

David Spencer
17371 Ivy Ln
Culpeper, VA 22701-8011

Gerald Blackie
1530 Forest Villa Ln
McLean, VA 22101-4130

Keith Goldstein

2325 Haversham Close
Virginia Beach, VA 23454-
1154

JOHAN SUYDERHOUD
115 Cypress Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4420

Dorothy Berg
9022 Hines Rd

Parkvitle, MD 21234-1308

Robert Owen
13903 Cobble Glen Ct
Chester, VA 23831-8010

Vince Fiorda
1566 Thomas Ln
Blacksburg, VA 24060-9310

Deborah Deane

3 Live Oak Ln

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
3117

richard olin
729 Spinnaker Arch
Corolla, NC 27927-9516

Tim McKeithan
140 Mallard Ct
Duck, NC 27949-4637

Chris Stimac

216 E Main St
Middletown, MD 21769-
7929

Vicky Ball
1173 Franklyn St
Corolla, NC 27927-9673

Joan Brechtelsbauer
315 Quarterpath Ln
Jamestown, NC 27282-8625

David Connor
100 Charles Jenkins Ln
Duck, NC 27949-4363

Greory Taylor

14314 Turner Wootton Pkwy
Upper Marlboro, MD 20774-
8699

Joanne Moyer
108 Richmond Ct
Grandy, NC 27939-964 1

Heather Dozier
1407 Swordfish Way

Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-4115

David Wolfe
140 Ridgecrest Rd
Stamford, CT 06903-3116

Heather Dozier
210 Fisher Landing Rd
Jarvisburg, NC 27947-9527

Thomas Roulley

1896 Langdon Rd
Ransomville, NY 14131-
9706

Emily Cross
606 Hunt Club Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9571

Jason Hiles
1341 Nautical Cir
Essex, MD 21221-6082

Prem Gupta

105 Juniper Ct

Kill Devil Hills, NC 27948-
9143

Clizabeth Fleming

31741 Dagsboro Rd
Parsonsburg, MD 21849-
2544

Owen Griffin

732 Eden Way N

Suite 150

Chesapeake, VA 23320-2798

Jack Pardue
2307 Sherwood Hall Ln
Alexandria, VA 22306-2746

Stephen Spurr
12915 Alton Sq
Herndon, VA 20170-5801

Doug Harper
106 Magnolia Ct
Duck, NC 27949-9401



Paul Fackler

PO Box 23
Bradfordwoods, PA 15015-
0023

nancy brechtelsbauer

11530 Nicholas Trace Ct
585 Herring Gull Court,
Corolla, NC

Miclothian, VA 23113-1183

Andrew Abel
119 Spindrift Ln
Duck, NC 27949-4460

. beth dodson
5107 Barlow Ln
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-4007

Jim And Gail Markham
11424 River Run Dr
Glen Allen, VA 23059-5106

John Harasex

385 Sea Qats Trl

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
9000

Thomas Wilke

100 William Barksdale
Williamsburg, VA 23185-
8207

Lisa Ray

104 Radio Road

Powells Point, NC 27966-
9601

Lynn Bisighini
1067 Beacon Hill Dr
Corolla, NC 27927

Lesley Moore

108 Kitty Hawk Bay Ct
Kill Devil Hills, NC 27948-
9149

Beth Zoller

5 Fieldstone Dr

Basking Ridge, NJ 07920-
1605

Christine Jahrling

21716 Glendalough Rd
Gaithersburg, MD 20882-
4862

Janice Pittleman
39850 Lovettsville Rd
Lovettsville, VA 20180-2026

Stephanie Mikos

213 Duck Rd

Southern Shores, NC 27949-
4540

Ellen Boyd

632 Canal Dr

Kill Devil Hills, NC 27948-
9460

Alan and Mary Jo Di Sciullo
664 Wild Cherry Ct
Corolla, NC 27927-9562

Nicki Johnson
PO Box 8366
Duck, NC 27949-8366

Gary Beach
21 Greenwood St
Sherborn, MA 01770-1260

david haas
4 Kingfisher Ct
Kitty Hawk, NC 27949-9006

cynthia wooten
615 Hunt Club Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9569

Harry Ramsay
300 Brokenbridge Rd
Yorktown, VA 23692-4708

Tim Cormier
9605 Smokewood PI
Fairfax, VA 22032-1252

Edward Wooldridge
13700 Lintel Ln
Midlothian, VA 23113-3944

Johnny Moore

7411 Colts Neck Rd
Mechanicsville, VA 23111-
4234

Patty Miles

9207 Armetale Ct

FFairfax Station, VA 22039~
3111

Nancy Ferebee
134 Waters Dr
Moyock, NC 27958-9274

Deborah Carroll
845 Drifting Sands Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9510

Jean Boder
12009 Buckhorn Rd

" Chesterfield, VA 23838-2956

Lynn Morgenlander
502 Meadow Ln
Corolla, NC 27927-9542

Larry Atkins
1475 Duck Rd
Duck, NC 27949-4635

Sarah Griffin

1009 S Bayview Rd

P.O. Box 237

Powells Point, NC 27966-

Margaret Smith

84 South Rd

North Hampton, NH 03862-
2008

Robert Pepe
12425 Hardee Rd
Raleigh, NC 27614-9234

John Jenkins
104 Dune Rd
Duck, NC 27949-4543

George Evans
13415 Ellerton Ter
Midlothian, VA 23113-3670



Jeffrey Snyder
109 Braddock Hts
Frostburg, MD 21532-2345

Doug Macolley

1501 Doyle Dr
Downingtown, PA 19335-
3708

Katherine Shekitka
12425 Hardee Rd
Raleigh, NC 27614-9234

Kenneth Kimidy
533 Ocean Trl
Corolla, NC 27927-9688

DAVID PRICE
788 BOAD ST
COROLLA, NC 27927

Tim Burress

2195 Sandfidler Rod
Unit 1125

Corova, VA 27927

Robert and Anne Terry
1504 Cloister Dr
Henrico, VA 23238-4035

HARVEY HARRIS
23505 Owen Farm Rd
Carrollton, VA 23314-2017

Jim & Sheila Majka
Absentee property owners at
108 Carrol Drive, Duck, NC

Fjrank Alipranti
30 Sprucewood Ln
Ridgefield, CT 06877-2520

Brian and Linda Thompson
129 Hillside Ct
Duck N.C. 27949

Sewain Conklin
135 Plover Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4508

James Majka
108 Carroll Dr
Duck, NC 27949-4430

Mary Agnes Duncan
267 Riveredge Dr
Chatham, NJ 07928-3108

Dolores Harris
23505 Owen Farm Rd .
Carrollton, VA 23314-2017

Pete Aitcheson
2496 Ryce Dr
Waldorf, MD 20601-2607

. 635 Sand and Sea Ct

Unit J
Corolla, NC 27927-9568

Mary Jane Gentry
605 Hunt Club Dr
Corolla, NC 27927-9569
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Oct. 1,2012

To: Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee
From: Wallace E. Davis. 11l

Aydlett, NC 27916
Subject: Funding the Currituck Mid-County Bridge

Via: email from davishommeZuhotmail.com

This letter expresses my opposition to funding the Currituck Mid-County Bridge. In the
letter below 1 first point to the DEIS and EIS studies that refute evacuation claims. [ then
address three common misconceptions about the potential bridge related to economic
development. increased County services, and additional tax revenue.

While I could spend sevéral pages describing how the proposed bridge fails to meet the
objectives expressed in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), I will limit my comments to the following issues:

According to the DEIS/EIS® own studies, the proposed Bridge fails to meet the stated
objective of improvement to hurricane evacuation. The study concludes that without the
improvement to Rt. 12 and NC158 intersection in Southern Shores, the proposed bridge
will not improve hurricane evacuation but, instead, it will actually create evacuation
problems in emergency situations. The study identifies those contributing factors, including
the eventual build-out of the existing platted homesites on the Currituck Outer Banks. In
the end, the study demonstrates how the stated objective of the hurricane evacuation
improvement would be achieved simply and exclusively by improving Rt. 12/NC158
(without a bridge).

Moreover, the proposed bridge will only move the point of congestion further north on US
158 (south of the Joseph P Knapp bridge in Coinjock). If the Joseph P Knapp bridge
suffers damage during an emergency event, that outage would entirely cut off egress from
the Outer Banks north. Additionally, the reliance on US168 north (to Virginia) is further
complicated by the fact that traffic travelling north is subject to route closure in Virginia.
The state of Virginia has repeatedly and consistently closed roadway access during
evacuation events in the past, thereby leaving no exit to the North for travelers. As you can
imagine, this situation perpetuates evacuation problems, and there is no evidence that the
Virginia Department of Transportation (VDOT) has a new evacuation model or that
VDOT is likely to change evacuation strategies in the near term.

While there are a variety of arguments from those proponents for the bridge, the majority of
those arguments are on topics other than those Purposes and Needs identified in the DEIS



and EIS. Some scem to find those rationale for building a bridge attractive; however, those
arguments have not been vetted by the DEIS and the validity of those perspectives should
not be counsidered accurate. Some of those questionable claims revolve around economic
development, increased County services, and additional tax revenue. I'{l discuss each of

these three claims below.

First I'll discuss the claim that purports economic development and jobs. The Currituck
County Commissioners and the County Manager consistently advance “jobs™ as an
important reason to build. However, we aiready have an existing model in Cuirituck that
directly refutes such a claim. Look, for example, at development in Currituck County
within a ten mile proximity to the current Wright Memorial Bridge. As this existing model

emonstrates, the proposed mid-County bridge will represent liitle to no economic benefit
for the mainland.

Surveys of actual visitors, the tourists who contribute the positive economic impact to
Corolla, consistently report picking Corolla as a favored destination because of its relatively
unblemished beauty, remoteness, and lack of commercialism. The prospect of commercial
development related to building a bridge will make the Currituck Outer Banks the same as
the Jersey Shore, Ocean City, Md., and Virginia Beach, Va—all areas that visitors from
the Northeast choose to bypass for a more natural experience. If visitors reject these cities
because of over-development, they can quit Corolla too. Therefore, a bridge has the
potential o significantly discourage tourism.

The second claim is that the proposed bridge may improve delivery of County services.
Yet, existing county services in Corolla are already overextended based on the current
population. Suggestions about improved County services are further exposed when
considering the myriad of new problems created by the 3000 (already approved) new
homesites needing routine services—water, sewer, fire and police protection to name a few.

Additionally, you may know that the fourteen (14) mile stretch of land between the end of
RT12 and the Virginia border remains unpaved. Ifthe proposed bridge were built, it is fair
to expect additional traffic and the need tor additional emergency services in the unpaved
areas north of Corolla. For example, the unpaved and shifting nature of the beach create
dangerous driving conditions that normally require a 4-wheel drive vehicle and experience
navigating tentative environments. As common sense suggests, just because someone can
afford an expensive SUV does not automatically qualify them to drive it in specialized
driving situations. Simply put, some may not share our common sense.

The third argument is that additional real estate development, purportedly contingent upon
completion of the bridge, will generate tax revenue. As I’ve discussed above, the

significant additional expenditures required to bring sufficient service to existing residents
while also providing an even greater capacity that can accommodate new residents will be

considerable.

The proposed bridge will have total costs to the taxpayers of North Carolina that will
approach $2 billion. As you’ll see, the volume of traffic using the bridge will not be
sufficient to pay the operational and maintenance costs. Projected volumes of traffic are
overstated and tolls collected are very unlikely to pay for the bridge. The proposed



“problem’ of traffic is not a year round issue and only involves eight (8) weekends each
year for no more than four (4) total hours per day. To get a sense of the lack of traffic.
please visit the following website http:/Avww.wsoctv.com/tratfic/nc-cams/ Once you visit
this site, I hope you’ll agree that a $2 billion expense for or something that involves 64
hours/year is unconscionable and amounts to wasting $3.13M per hour. Absurd.

When considering the scope of services required and the cost of providing those services. it
is hard to believe that the additional tax revenue could cover the additional costs incurred.

making the bridge a losing decision.

It is important to note that residents of Currituck County appreciate tourism and support
policies and proposals that bridge sound safety decisions, environmental policy, and fiscal
responsibility. As I"ve described here, the evidence describes how the proposed
mid-County bridge actually fails to spur economic development, has the potential to create
. trreparable environmental damage, and represents a fiscally reckless policy related to
Currituck County expenditures. Finally, this letter acknowledges conclusions from both
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) that demonstrate how the proposed mid-County bridge will not only not improve
evacuation, but has the potential to further delay evacuation during emergency situations.

In conclusion, in an era when so many cities and municipalities are in jeopardy of
bankruptcy, we implore you to make the responsible and right fiscal decision to
immediately stop the expenditures for Gap Funding for the proposed Currituck
Mid-County Bridge. In the end, we simply can not afford not to stop this project.

Thank you for your time, and I appreciate your consideration.

Respectfully,

Wallace E. Davis, HI






October 4, 2012

Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee
North Carolina General Assembly
16 West Jones Street
Raleigh, NC 27601

Dear Senator Rabon and Representatives Frye and Milis:

At the invitation of the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee, the
Southern Environmental Law Center (“SELC™) submits the following comments regarding the
Mid-Currituck Bridge. The comments below outline our concerns with additional details
provided in the six attachments (A-G) appended to this letter. In short, the environmental review
for the Mid-Currituck Bridge is fundamentally flawed, much like the review of the Monroe
Bypass and these flaws may preclude construction of the Bridge. Further, the financial plan for
the Bridge continues to raise a number of questions that cast doubt on the project’s financial

feasibility. We would be happy to further discuss these concerns with you or the North Carolina
Turnpike Authority (“NCTA™) at any time.

1) The environmental review of the Mid-Currituck Bridge is fundamentally flawed

Deficient Environmental Impact Statement

NCTA published a Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“EIS”) in March 2010 and a
Final EIS in January 2012. The process of developing an EIS is governed by the National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”). SELC, on behalf of our clients, submitted extensive
comments on both NEPA documents (See Attachments A & B). As detailed in our comments,
the EIS bases its analysis from an inaccurate baseline and thus fails to account for future growth
on the Outer Banks attributable to the Toll Highway and the associated direct and indirect
environmental impacts. Further, NCTA’s analysis failed to fully explore less costly and
destructive alternatives to a new toll bridge. Additional flaws are outlined in the attached

comments.
Linpact of Monroe Decision

The recent decision by the United States Fourth Circuit Court of Appeals regarding the
flawed Monroe Bypass EIS further underscores the inadequacies in the environmental review
conducted for the Mid-Currituck Bridge. (The opinion is attached as Attachment C). The failure



to calculatc environmental impacts from an accurate baseline was {found by the Fourth Circuit to
be a key flaw in the Monroe Bypass EIS. As noted above. the EIS the Mid-Currituck Bridge
contains the same flaw. The similarities between the EIS for the Mid-Currituck Bridge and the
EIS for the Monroe Bypass deemed falwed by the FFourth Circuit are outlined more extensively
in the attached letier to the Federal Highway Administration. (Sce Attachment D).

2) NCTA’s failure to comply with environmental laws may preclude construction of the
Mid-Currituck Bridge

In his letter to the committee of August 3. 2012, David Jovner, Executive Director of
NCTA., stated that: “Historically, environmental lawsuits do not kill projects but they can delay
projects. Eventually the projects go forward.” This statement is without foundation.

NEPA

With this comment, it appears Mr. Joyner is referring to environmental lawsuits under
NEPA. NEPA is a procedural statute that requires full disclosure of environmental issues and
exploration of alternatives to inform decision-makers. Successful lawsuits under NEPA thus
require agencies and decision-makers to revisit their 'anaiyses so that decision makers and the
public can be fully informed during the decision-making process. By indicating that Mid-
Currituck Bridge will ultimately be constructed, regardless of any additional NEPA analysis
performed in the future, Mr. Joyner disregards the intent and directive of NEPA whichisto
inform the decisionmaking process and not to justify decisions that have already been made.

Furthermore, in addition to the procedural requirements of NEPA, NCTA will need to
satisfy substantive environmental requirements, including the provisions of the Clean Water Act
and the Endangered Species Act. Where NEPA is a procedural “acticn-forcing™ statute that does
not itself mandate specific outcomes, these substantive statutes have specific requirements that
must be met, and which can prevent certain destructive actions entirely.

Clean Water Act

For example, under the federal Clean Water Act, NCTA will need to demonstrate that
construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge is the “Least Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative” (“LEDPA™). This is a substantive rather than a procedural requirement. Only after
determining that the project is the “LEDPA” can the US Army Corps of Engineers issue a
permit. The LIS for the Mid-Currituck Bridge demonstrates that less damaging practicable
alternatives to the new-location Bridge exist, such as upgrades to area roadways. Thus, a
successful environmental lawsuit on this issue would not serve only to delay the bridge, but

could prevent its construction entirely.



Endengered Species Act

Like the Clean Water Act, the Endangered Species Act contains substantive provisions
that can prevent construction of a project where federally endangered species may be impacted.
Given the high levels of bio-diversity in the vicinity of the proposed Bridge and the many
federally endangered and threatened species present, NCTA must satisfy the requirements of the

ESA before moving forward.

3) The financial plan for the Mid-Currituck Bridge raises a number of questions and

concerns

TIFIA loan

NCTA’s recent application for a Transportation Infrastructure Finance and Innovation
Act (“TIFIA") loan was not granted.

In his letter to this Committec of August 20, 2012, Mr. Joyner presented a plan of finance
for the B-idge that relied heavily on securing TIFIA funding for the project. In the letter, Mr.
Joyner explained that NCTA was “well-positioned™ to obtain TIFIA funding, stating specifically
that the Mid-Currituck project was “application ready™ for the TIFIA program.

Despite these assurances to the Committee, NCTA’s application for TIFIA funding was
recently returned to them due to “a number of outstanding issues” including NCTA’s failure to
reach financial close on the project or secure necessary permits. (See letter from TIFIA Office,
Attachment E). There is no indication that these outstanding issues will be resolved in the near
future, and. as such, no guarantee that FHWA will consider a future application for TIFIA

funding.
Private Partner- ACS

Substantial concerns remain about the proposed concession agreement with the private
partner, the ACS Group. As noted in the Committee’s letter of August 8, 2012, the ACS Group
is saddled with substantial debt, faces significant financial uncertainty, and may have limited
ability to issue additional debt. This is not an ideal partner for North Carolina’s first venture into
PPP arrangements. (See May 9, 2012 NY Times article outlining concerns, Attachment F).

_ Further, we are concerned about the amount of power that will be delegated to the private
partner, given its limited financial investment in the project, which will account for less than
10% of the project cost. With the private partner contributing so little, we are particularly
concerned that it will have the ability to make important decisions regarding the project such as
setting the toll rate, which may have significant influence on how the toll road fits into North
Carolina’s transportation policy. Toll rates should be calibrated in a way to best serve
transportation needs, rather than to maximize profit, while, as a private corporation, ACS is

bound to maximize profits.



Non-compete agreement

While we understand that there is no formal “non-compete” clause included in the
concession agreement with the private partner. we are concerned that NCDOT may refrain from
needed road improvements to area roadways so as to maximize toll revenue from the Bridge. In
recent discussions regarding upgrades to US 74, the route that runs parallel 1o the Monroe
Bypass, NCTA stated that it would not be in favor of any improvements that would have a
“competing interest” with the toll highway. NCTA has thus made clear that it sees toll revenue
as trumping the needs of local citizens. (See US 74 focus group minutes. Attachment G, page 4).

Local Government Commission Approval.

Mr. Joyner's August 20, 2012, fetter refers to the need for Local Government
Commission (“LGC”) approval before moving forward with financing the Mid-Currituck
project. However, it scems unlikely that the LGC will consider bond issuance until al! litigation
that might be filed in connection with this project has been fully resolved.

In 2010 and 2011, the LGC issued over $600 million in bonds for the Monroe Bypass toll
road, despite contrary recommendations from SELC, which repeatedly advised that no bonds be
issued while litigation over the project was still pending. Subsequent to the ruling by the Fourth
Circuit that invalidated the EIS for Monroe project. these bonds are now sitting unused incurring
interest to be paid at tax-payer expense. In light of the lessons leaned from this experience,
representatives from the Treasurer’s office have indicted to SELC that the L.GC is unlikely to
issue bonds for NCTA projects prematurely in the future. '

Thank you for your consideration of our concerns. We would be happy to discuss these

issues further with you at any time.
Sincerely,

Julie Youngman
Senior Attorney

Kym Hunter
Staff Attorney



Attachnent. A

SOUTHERN ENVIRONMENTAL Law CENTER

Telephone 919-967-1450 200 WEST FRANKLIN STRELT, SUITCE 330 Facsimile 919-929-9421
CHAPEL HILL, NC 27516-2559

June 7, 2010

Ms. Jennifer Hartris

NC Turnpike Authority PBSé&J
1578 Mail Service Center 5200
Raleigh, NC 27699-1578
(iennifer.harris@ncturnpike.org)

Re: Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Mid-Currituck Bridge

Dear Ms. Harris;

“On behalf of the Audubon North Carolina, North Carolina Wildlife Federation,
Environmental Defense Fund, and the Wilderness Society, the Southern Environmental Law
Center submits the attached comments on the above-referenced Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), prepared by the North Carolina Turnpike Authority, a division of the North
Carolina Department of Transportation, and the Federal Highway Administration (the
“Transportation Agencies”). The DEIS analyzes the impacis of the proposed alternatives for the
Mid-Currituck Bridge project (“the Toll Bridge”).

In our comments, we identify a number of issues related to the proposed Toll Bridge that
we believe require significantly greater disclosure and analysis to comply with the National
Environmental Policy Act (“NEPA”) and other federal and state laws prior to the potential
permitting of this project. The key shortcomings of the DEIS include the following:

. The DEIS presents inflated estimates of traffic and population growth in the
project area under the “no-build” scenario, skewing the analysis of the Toll
Bridge’s purpose and alternatives in favor of construction.

. The DEIS fails to analyze the Toll Bridge’s secondary and cumulative impacts,
claiming without basis that it would not significantly encourage development
along the northern Outer Banks or cause any significant environmental impacts
associated with that increased development.

. The DEIS fails to adequately support or explain its recommendation of the Toll
Bridge alternative, a $600 million investment to reduce travel time to a small strip
of shifting, hurricane-prone barrier peninsula unsuitable for intensive
development, especially in light of climate change.
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The DEIS does not acknowledge or evaluate how the Toll Bridge would
contribute to nonpoint source runoff, affecting habitat for wintering waterfowl
and essential primary and secondary nursery areas for various fish species.

The immense scale, cost, and impact of this project calls for an especially thorough
review under NEPA. The DEIS, however, belies any notion that the Transportation Agencies
undertook an objective evaluation, which might have favored a transportation investment at odds
with the North Carolina Turnpike Authority’s narrow charge under N.C. Gen. Stat. 136-
176(b)(2): “construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.” The numerous and significant
shortcomings of the DEIS prevent meaning(ul review of the Project, its many far-reaching direct
and secondary impacts, and potential less damaging alternatives. Given the magnitude of these
deficiencies, we urge the Transportation Agencies to revise their analysis of altematives and
1mpacts according to the recommendations set forth herein and to issue a reviscd Draft
Environmental Impact Statement {or public review and comment.

Sincerely,

JDavid Farren
enior Attorney

iJulie Youngman

Senior Attorney

=S

Thomas M. Gremillion
Associate Attorney

cc: Tim Gestwicki, North Carolina Wildlife Federation
Sam Pearsall, Environmental Defense Fund
Brent Martin, The Wilderness Society
John F. Sullivan, FHWA
Secretary Gene Conti, NCDOT
Heinz J. Mueller, USEPA
Steven Lund, USACE
Gregory Hogue, USFWS
Melba McGee, NCDENR
Marla Chambers, NCWRC
Polly Lespinasse, NCDWQ



Angie Rodgers, NCNHP
Juan Santamaria, ACS Infrastructure Development, Inc.
Walker Golder, Audubon North Carolina



INTRODUCTION

The Mid-Currituck Bridge would span seven miles of wetlands and coastal sound to
access the northernmost strip of North Carolina’s Outer Banks, which measures less than a mile
wide for most of its length. The Currituck Banks barrier peninsula, separated from North
-Carolina’s mainland by marshes and the Currituck Sound, is part.of a dynamic bamier island
system. Ocean overwash, high shoreline crosion rates, inlet formation, and other impacts
generally associated with barrier islands make the project area ill-suited for the large-scale
infrastructure and tensive development that would result from construction of the Toll Bridge
contemplated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (“DEIS”). At the same time, those
natural processes are instrumental in crcating nesting habitat, feeding grounds, and fish nurseries
for the abundant wildlife found in some of the last remaining natural areas on the northern Quter
Banks, including a State Natural Area, a State Estuarine Preserve, State Game Lands, and
National Wildlife Refuge lands, all located just a few miles from the planned terminus of the
Toll Bridge. On the mainland side of the Sound, the Toll Bridge would encroach upon the
Maple Swamp Gordonia Forest, designated a Significant Natural Heritage Area.

Currituck County and state transportation officials first hatched their plans for a bridge
across the Mid-Currituck Sound in the 1970s. In 1975, the state Board of Transportation adopted
a formal resolution favoring the Project. Since then, the Project has been the subject of '
numerous studies, each of which have concluded that other transportation improvements would
better suit the needs of area residents with less taxpayer dollars, and cause far less damage to the
environment. In 1998, the first DEIS for this Project was issued, but it was never followed by a
Final EIS. According to the transportation agencies, a “majority” of those who spoke up at
public hearings or submitted written comments on the project “expressed opposition to a Mid-
Currituck Bridge because of natural resource impacts, the belief that the project would not solve
hurricane evacuation needs, and the expectation that the project would facilitate development on

the Outer Banks.” [P&N Doc 1-9]

Now, in the new, current DEIS, the Transportation Agencies have refashioned the Mid-
Currituck Bridge as a toll bridge, which may cost as much as $12 per crossing. But the potential
cf this project to generate toll revenue does not alter the basic calculus regarding whether it is
feasibility and whether it belongs among the state’s transportation priorities. Tolls would pay for
only a fraction of the Bridge’s cost. The project would require state “gap funding”
appropriations over the next thirty years that are worth nearly $300 million today. The state
would also back several hundred million dollars of loans and “toll revenue bonds.” This public
funding and debt capacity could be put to better use devoting them to North Carolina’s pressing
transportation needs. For example, it could address neglected maintenance and repair needs in
the vicinity of the project, including the replacement of the Bonner Bridge over Oregon Iniet.
The continued promotion of the Mid-Currituck Toll Bridge reflects the peculiar status of the
North Carolina Turnpike Authority, which continues to pursue an independent transportation
agenda, out of step with emerging federal and state policies on infrastructure investment, energy,
and environmental stewardship, despite the passage of a law last summer “transferring the
functions and funds” of the agency to the North Carolina Department of Transportation.'

' On July 17, 2009, Governor Perdue signed House Bill 1617, “an Act transferring the functions and funds of the
North Carolina Turnpike Authority to the Department of Transportation to conserve expenditures and improve
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The Mid-Currituck Bridge is an ill-conceived project with or without tolls, and with or
without the limited involvement of a private sector partner. As the DEIS points out, this
involvement is contingent upon the selection of a Toll Bridge alternative. The private partner
consortium, led by the Spanish conglomerate Grupo ACS, is expected to contribute only $80
million, approximately ten percent of the project’s construction costs, leaving the bulk of the
remainder to be borne by North Carolina taxpayers. For Grupo ACS’s investment to pay off,
moreover, during the summer high scason nearly 20,000 cars per day would need to pass over
the Bridge and through Corolla, what is now an unincorporated community of some 500
permanent residents and 30 public beach access parking spaces. These financial plans implicate
massive new investments in real estate and infrastructure, which would be highly vulnerable to
hurricanes, sea level rise, crosion, and other phenomena that will exact cver higher costs as

climate change impacts worsen.

The rigor of the Transportation Agencies’ evaluation of this project under NP A should
have been commensurate with its scale, cost, and regional importance. Instead, the
Transportation Agencies have issued a DEIS that suffers from muitiple inaccuracies, omissions
and other shortcomings. The DEIS fails to account for induced population growth, advancing
the false claim that building a bridge where none currently exists would have no effect on the
total amount of traffic in the area. As aresult, the DEIS mischaracterizes the Toll Bridge’s
ability to advance the stated objectives for the project: relieving congestion and expediting -
hurricane evacuation. [t also fails to adequately assess the Toll Bridge’s impact on wildlife,
including various endangered species, on water quality, on fisheries, and on the overall quality of
experience for visitors and residents along the Outer Banks. These shortcomings prevent the
meaningful and informed evaluation of this project as required by NEPA. The Agencies should
issue a new DEIS that fully addresses these issues and compares the project’s bencfits to a viable
existing road upgrade alternative before proceeding to the Final EIS phase.

L NEPA

The National Environmental Policy Act, 42 U.S.C. § 4321 et seq. (NEPA), embodies a
broad national commitment to protecting and promoting environmental quality. Robertson v.
Methow Valley Citizens Council, 109 S. Ct. 1835, 1845 (1989). The preparation of an
“environmental impact statement” or “EIS” satisfies the twin aims of NEPA: (1) to ensure that
agency attention will be focused on the probable environmental consequences of the proposed
action, and (2) to assure the public that the agency has considered environmental concerns in
making its decision. North Buckhead Civic Ass'n v. Skinner, 903 F.2d 1533, 1540 (11th Cir.
1990). Most importantly, the EIS serves as a springboard for public comment and incorporates
the critical views of other federal, state, and local agencies. Id.; Robertson, 490 U.S. at 349.

The adequacy of an EIS depends on whether the agency followed the procedure required
by law in its preparation. North Buckhead, 903 F.2d at 1540. The preparer of an EIS “must go
beyond mere assertions” and provide sufficient data and reasoning to enable a reader to evaluate
the analysis and conclusions and to comment on the EIS. Silva v. Lynn, 482 I7.2d 1282, 1287

Efficiency.” Since the enactment of the law, however, the Turnpike Authority’s management struclure has
remained essentially unchanged, and a separate board of directors continues to direct the Authority. Text of the
bill is available at http://www.ncleg.net/Sessions/2009/Bilis/House/HTML/H1617v4.html. .
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(Ist Cir. 1973). An EIS requires the agency to take a “hard look” at environment impacts, and
“an agency’s hard look should include neither rescarching in a cursory manner nor sweeping
negative evidence under the rug.” Natl. Audubon Soc. v. Navy, 422 ¥.3d 174, 194 (4th Cir. N.C.

2005).

Equally important, an EIS provides the basis for a decision under Section 404(a) of the
Clean Water Act, 33 U.S.C. § 1344(a), which authorizes the Corps of Engineers to issue permils
for the discharge of dredged or fill materials into wetlands or other waters. The Corps must deny
applications for section 404 permits if “[tIhere is a practicable alternative to the proposed
- discharge that would have less adverse effect on the aquatic ecosystem, so long as such
alternative does not have other significant adverse environmental consequences.” 33 C.F.R. §

320.4()(0).

A. Purpose and Need

1. Projéct Needs and Goals
The DEIS states that the “purpose” of the Toll Bridge is to address the following needs:
. The need to reduce congestion along US 158 and NC 12.

. The need to reduce travel times “between the Currituck County mainland and the
Currituck County Quter Banks.” '

. The need to reduce hurricane evacuation times from the areas along the Quter
Banks currently accessible via US 158 and NC 12. (DEIS 1-3.)

As evidence of these needs, the DEIS cites projections of traffic congestion in 2035, The DEIS
indicates that the worst congestion would occur “on US 158 east of the Wright Memorial Bridge
and NC 12 in Southern Shores and parts of Duck.” (DEIS 1-4.) The DEIS describes how traffic
delays (with the No-Build Alternative) are projected to affect a “representative trip from the
Currituck County mainland to the Currituck County Outer Banks.” (DEIS 1-4.) It also states that
hurricane evacuation times, defined as the time from when the first evacuee leaves until all
evacuees have reached safety, from the northern Outer Banks are currently exceeding the state
standard 18 hours, and will reach 36 hours by 2035 with the No-Build Alternative. (DEIS 1-5.)

2. Regulatory Framework

CEQ regulations require the Agencies to provide a statement specifying “the underlying
purpose and need to which the agency is responding in proposing the alternatives including the
proposed action.” 40 CFR §1502.13. As the defined purpose of a proposed action may greatly
affect the feasibility of alternatives, an agency “may not define the objectives of its action in
terms so unreasonably narrow that only one alternative from among the environmentally benign
ones in the agency’s power would accomplish the goals of the agency’s action,” Citizens against
Burlingtcn, Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 196 (D.C. Cir. 1991). As another court explained, it is
unreasonable for an agency “to narrow the objective of its action artificially and thereby
circumvent the requirement that relevant alternatives be considered.” City of New York v. Dep't




of Transp., 715 F 2d 732, 743 (2d Cir.-1983). Doing so would make the EIS a foreordained
formality. Citizens Against Burlington, Inc.; at 196. Instead, agencies must look hard at the
factors relevant to the defined purpose. Once an agency has considered the relevant factors, it |
must define goals for its action that fall somewhere within the range of reasonablé choices. Id.

3. Deficiencies in the Purpose and Needs Section

The DEIS’s discussion of purpose and nceds does not meet the requircments of NEPA.
The only need that the Toll Bridge might actually address--reducing travel times “between the
Currituck County mainland and the Currituck County Outer Banks”—is impermissibly narrow.
By all accounts other than the current DEIS, including that of the previous 1998 DEIS, the Toll
Bridge would exacerbate traffic congestion in the area and lengthen hurricane evacuation times.

The DEIS makes clear that the Toll Bridge would connect two parts of Currituck County
that are currently accessible to one another only by traveling through part of Dare County. The
DEIS does little to explain, however, how this connection between the two sides of Currituck
County addresses any sort of significant need. In the 1998 DEIS for this project, the
Transportation Agencies cited an objective to “provide more efficient public services to
Currituck Outer Banks.” (DEIS 1-10.) Collaborating state and federal agencies criticized this
characterization of the project purpose, pointing out, for example, that “Currituck and Dare
Counties have already demonstrated cooperative arrangements on the provision of [public]
services,” and that “based on continuing development in the Corolla area, improved access is not
a critical need for development.”” The current DEIS omits any reference to public services on
the Currituck County Outer Banks. Instead, it emphasizes travel delays during the summer high
season to the area. But while the Toll Bridge would undoubtedly reduce travel time for those
making the “representative trip” between “the approximate endpoints of a Mid-Currituck
Bridge,” the DEIS gives little reason to believe that this benefit justifies the enormous economic
and ecological costs of the Project.

Similarly, the traffic congestion projections cited in the DEIS fail to establish a
compelling need for the Toll Bridge. Considering that most of the development along the Outer
Banks is dedicated to summer vacation rentals, the reported congestion is unsurprising. More
remarkable is the underlying assumption in the DEIS that traffic volume along NC 12 and US
158 will continue to grow, nearly doubling by 2035 and producing staggering delays during the
summer weekend days. These projections are inconsistent with the Transportation Agencies’
own studies, which note that traffic volumes along US 158 have “exhibited little growth in the
most recent five year period” and that “[t]raffic levels on NC 12 between Southern Shores and
Corolla appeared to be down,” possibly indicating that “congestion along this road has reached a
saturation point and become a deterrent to traffic growth.”*

. 2 Comments of Heinz J. Muller, US EPA (April 30, 1998). v
- % Parsons Brinckerhoff. Statement of Purpose and Need, at 6 (October 2008), available at www .ncturnpike.org.

4 Wilbur Smith Associates. Preliminary Traffic and Revenue Report, at 2-5 (Jan. 2007) gvailable at
www.ncturnpike.org. :




To the extent that traffic congestion represents a problem in the project area, the Toll
Bridge would not help to solve it. The DEIS points out that on weekend days during the summer
high season, “congestion occurs on NC 12 just south of Southern Shores and Duck and on US
158 east of the Wright Memorial Bridge.” (DEIS 1-3.) Notably, travelers would not likely use
the Toll Bridge to access these arcas. Travelers using the Bridge would, however, add to the
existing traffic along NC 12 in the Corolla area, and along US 158 and US 168 north of the
proposed mainland terminus, The 1998 DEIS acknowledged this traffic growth cffect. It
conceded that “the future development allowed by the bridge would result in the congestion on
NC 12 returning to or exceeding current levels by 2020.”° This prompted criticism, with EPA
noting that “[s}trangely, this project is not designed {o reduce congestion on the main roadways

but is narrowly geared to address travel to the uppermost Outer Banks.”

The current DEIS attempts to blunt this line of criticism by denying that the Toll Bridge
would, in fact, cause more vehicles to travel to the area. The DEIS references a 2035 Traffic
Alternatives Report that depicts the same number of cars traveling along the US 158 mainland
arterial directly north of the Toll Bridge under the future “Build” and “No Build” scenarios.” [n
other words, the DEIS claims that over an hour of travel time savings would not persuade any
additional drivers to'visit the northern Quter Banks. Neither the DEIS nor the 2035 Traffic
Altérnatives Report explain this counterintuitive conclusion, which ignores an abundance of
carefully documented empirical studies that link traffic levels to available road capacity. As one
mela-analysis of over fifty traffic studies concludes: “There is no question that road
improvements prompt traffic increases.”

In North Carolina, federal courts have recognized these traffic inducing effects of large
highway infrastructure projects. In Sunset Beach, North Carolina, the Transportation Agencies
claimed that replacing a one-lane, pontoon bridge with a high-level, fixed-span bridge would not
cause any fraffic increases or induce additional development. See Mullin v. Skinner, 756 F.

Supp. 904 (E.D.N.C. 1990). . The Federal District Court for the Eastern District of North
Carolina rejected that claim, explaining that induced traffic growth follows from the “irrefutable
reality that the easier it is to get somewlhere, the more people will be inspired to do s0.” Id. at
917; see also Sierra Club v. United States DOT, 962 F. Supp. 1037, 1043 (D. Ill. 1997) (rejecting
an EIS based on the “implausible assumption that the same level of transportation needs will -
exist whether or not the tollroad 1s constructed.”) Compared to the situation in Sunset Beach, the
Mid-Currituck Toll Bridge would make it even easier for travelers, particularly from points north
of the project area, to access the North Carolina Outer Banks, because it would establish a new
route of access altogether. The DEIS, however, falsely claims that th¢ improvement would not

inispire any new visitors to go there.

% 1998 DEIS p. 2-59. Compare id. Table 2-16, p. 2-56 (53,000 vehicles per day estimated at US-158 near Coinjock
under 2020 “No-Build” scenario) with id. Table 2-18, p.2-61 (58,600 vehicles per day under 2020 “Build” scenario

at same location).
® Comments of Heinz J. Muller, US EPA (April 30, 1998).

7 Parsons Brinckerhoff. 2035 Traffic Alternatives Report, at 13-14 {March 2009) available at www.ncturnpike.org,
8 Robert Cervero, “Induced Travel Demand; Research Design, Empirical Evidence, and Normative Policies.”
Journal of Planning Literature 17:3 (2002) at 17.




Finally, the DEIS points out that North Carolina Gencral Statute § 136-102.7 establishes
a “Hurricane Evacuation Standard” of 18 hours from the time of a hurricane warning, a standard
that “was already exceeded at 27 hours in 2007 for evacuces leaving the Outer Banks via NC 16§
and US 158.” (DEIS 1-5.) This law does not establish a need for the Toll Bridge. If anything,
the law—-which explains that the standard shall “be used for any bridge or highway construction
project” under NCDOT authority—augers against its construction. Although the DEIS claims
that the Toll Bridge would reduce hurricane evacuation times, this claim s based on the
assumption that the Toll Bridge would not cause any growth in travel to the Outer Banks. That
assumnptinn is not scientifically credible or legally defensible. In fact, as the US Army Corps of
Engineers pointed out in its comments on the previous DEIS; the transportation agencies should
have disclosed the impacts associated with “hurricane evacuation time increase” resulting from

the Project.’

B. Consideration of Alternatives

1. . The Proposed Alternatives

The DEIS describes five detailed study alternatives, one of which (“ER2”) involves
widening the Wright Memorial Bridge, US 158, and NC 12 and constructing an interchange
between US 158 and NC 12 on the Outer Banks, but not building a bridge. The other four
alternatives are bridge variations, two of which include one combination of road improvement
and widening components and two of which include a different combination of road-
improvement and widening components. For cach pair of bridge alternatives, there are also
several choices of bridge approach and hurricane evacuation designs. The DEIS recommends
one of two possible bridge alternatives, and makes no recommendation regarding the approach
and hurricane evacuation design options presented in the DEIS for those alternatives. The DEIS
explains that bus transit, ferry service, shifting rental times, and transportation system
management alternatives were also considered, but eliminated from further consideration
because they would make only “a minimal reduction in congestion and travel time.” (DEIS 2-

41)
2. Regulatory Framework

NEPA directs agencies to prepare a “detailed statement” of alternatives to the proposed

federal action. 42 U.S.C. § 4332(C)(iii). CEQ regulations require agencies to “[r]igorously

" explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable alternatives.” 40 C.FR. § 1502.14(a). An
“informed and meaningful consideration of alternatives - including the no action alternative - is
an integral part of the statutory scheme.” Friends of Southeast's Future v. Morrison, 153 F.3d
1059, 1065 (9th Cir. 1998). The agency must “[d]evote substantial ireatment to each alternative
considered in detail, including the proposed action, so that reviewers may evaluate their
comparative merits.” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(b). Only those alternatives that are deemed to be
unreasonable can be eliminated from the study. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(a). Detailing all realistic
possibilities forces the agency to consider the environmental effects of a project and to evaluate
those against the effects of alternatives, Piedmont Heights Civic Club Inc. v. Moreland, 637

[.2d 430, 436 (5th Cir. 1981).

? Comments of C.E. Shuford, US Army Corps of Engineefs (May 12, 1998)(emphasis added).
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The EIS must consider alternatives to the proposed action that may partially or
completely meet the proposal’s goal and it must evaluate their comparative merits. Natural
Resources Defense Council v. Callaway, 524 F.2d 79, 93 (2d Cir. 1975). Considering
alternatives that only partly meet the project goals allows the decision maker to consider whether
meeting part of the goal with less cnvironmental impact may be worth the tradeoff with a
preferred alternative that has greater environmental impact. North Buckhead, 903 1°.2d at 1542.
The trcatment of alternatives in an EIS must be judged against a “rule of reason” in order to
permit a reasoncd choice among the various options. Druid Hills Civic Ass'n v. Federal

Highway Admin., 772 F.2d 700, 713 (1 1th Cir. 1985).

3. Decficiencies in the Analysis of Alternatives Section

Reflective of the Turnpike Authority’s narrow focus, the DEIS devotes inadequate
treatment to Toll Bridge alternatives. In a single sentence, the DEIS eliminates the ferry service
alternative from consideration because, according to the document, ferries would be costly as
well as ineffective, and “would require substantial dredging in the Currituck Sound.” (DEIS 2-
41.) Another technical report, the Alternatives Screening Repotrt, provides the analysis of these
options: Notably, the Report only considers conventional ferry service, and on a very large
scale. It fails to address comments made in response to the previous DEIS requesting that the
agencies investigate whether very shallow draft ferries could meet the project purposes without
extensive damage to submerged aguatic vegetation (SAV) and other resources in the Sound. A
system of thodern, high-speed, shallow-draft ferries and water taxies could serve high volumes
of passengers even in fairly shallow waters. The San Juan Islands, Channel Islands National
Park, and Cumberland Island National Seashore are examples of popular tourist destinations
reached by ferry. Likewise, Ocracoke and Bald Head Islands, Cape L.ookout National Scashore,
and Hammocks Beach State Park have all been connected to the mainland only by ferry boats for
their entire histories, and yet remain among the most popular tourist destinations on the North
Carolina coast. In light of the many advantages of ferries and the many examples of successful
ferry systems, the cursory analysis in the DEIS and rejection of ferries as an alternative for this
relatively lightly developed area is unjustified.

Similarly, the DEIS barely mentions a bus transit service alternative. Agency comments
on the previous 1998 DEIS noted that “[pJublic bus transit would benefit travel on NC 12 and it
should have some appeal and feasibility because of the narrow, linear nature of the Quter Banks
and seasonal tourist travelers.”!® The current DEIS, however, refers again to the Alternatives
Screening Report for further explanation of why bus transit would reap only “minimal” benefits.
(DEIS 2-41.) That report does not define a bus transit alternative, explaining that “specific
design and operational characteristics of the Bus Transit Alternative were not developed pending
a finding on whether or not the potential benefits of transit made it an option worth pursuing in
further detail.”"! “According to the report, the study team found that transit was not an option
worth pursuing further based on a hypothetical 16.8 mile trip. As the report explains: “It was
assumed that if the bus under uncongested conditions takes longer to make this trip than an
automobile under worst-case congested conditions (No-Build Alternative), then it could be

' Comuents of Heinz J. Muller, US EPA (April 30, 1998).

I parsons Brinckerhoff, Alternatives Screening Report, at 38 (October 2009), available at www.nctumpike.org.
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- concluded that transit would offer no benefit.”'* Because the time needed for passengers to
“walk to the bus,” “wait for the bus,” “ride the bus with the bus stopping every one-half mile for
onc minute to take on passengers, and walk to their destination,” would be greatcr than the
driving time under congested conditions, the report concludes that “it is likely that bus transit
would be little used if provided.”"” Notably, such an evaluation would support the elimination of
much, if not most, existing bus transit across the country. The Report does not support 1ts transit
.analysis with references to other authorities, or explain why its trip comparison is an appropriate
criteria for determining the demand for transit or its uscfulness for mitigating congestion along

the Quter Banks.

_ Further, the DEIS fails to provide an adequate cxplanation of why the improve existing
“ER2” and “No-Build” alternatives do not mect the project purpose and need in comparison with
the Bridge alternatives. This deficiency relates back to the unrealistic traffic projections for the
project area. The DEIS does not expressly present these projections, however, but instead
presents a chart with metrics such as “congested vehicle miles traveled,” and “hurricane
evacuation benefit.” In support of its conclusion that the Bridge alternatives best achieve these
objectives, the DEIS refers to both the Alternatives Screening Report and the 2035 Traffic
Alternatives Report. The DEIS does not adequately disclose that its analysis relies on the
assumption that the same number of cars would travel through the project area to the Outer
Banks, regardless of whether a bridge is built, existing roads are expanded, or no new road
capacity is added at all. In fact, these different scenarios would result in significant differences
in traffic volume that must factor into any meaningful analysis of alternatives. Until this is done,
the upgrade alternative cannot be eliminated. '

C. Environmental Impacts

An EIS must contain a full and fair discussion of significant environmental impacts and
the impacts must be discussed “in proportion to their significance.” Citizens Against Burlington,
Inc. v. Busey, 938 F.2d 190, 200 (D.C. Cir. 1991). Here, the DEIS has improperly given short
shrift to the impacts to natural resources that would be caused by construction of the Toll Bridge
alternative. The DEIS portrays the area’s natural resources as hopelessly compromised by
existing development, and suggests, without support, that the Toll Bridge will not significantly
compound existing stresses on water quality, wildlife habitat, fisheries, and waterfowl
populations. In fact, development restrictions and other carefully targeted policies can help to
r2duce these stresses on the environment, just as targeted improvements to existing roadways can
help to reduce traffic congestion during the peak tourist season and hurricane evacuations. The
Toll Bridge, however, would fundamentally alter the ecological and socioeconomic character of
the area. The DEIS gives only a superficial analysis of the Bridge’s direct environmental
impacts, and perhaps most egregiously, refuses to even acknowledge the significant indirect and
cumuldative imipacts that this project would cause by spurring intensive development along the
shifting sands of the North Carolina Outer Banks. A new DEIS should address these issues, as
discussed below. '

214 at 39.
B1d. at 39.



1. Indirect Effects
a. _ Regulatory Background

NEPA and CEQ regulations require the Agencies to consider the “indirect effects” of a
proposed action. Dep’t of Trans. v. Public Citizen, 541 U.S. 752, 763-64 (2004). Indirect effects
are defined as those effects that are “caused by the action and are later in time or farther removed
in distance, but are still reasonably foresecable.” 40 C.I'.R. § 1508.8(h).

Of particular relevance to this project, indirect effects include induced growth. 40 C.F.R.
§ 1508.8(b); Mullin, 756 F. Supp. at 917. Other induccd growth effects include patterns “of land
use, population density or growth rate, and related effects on air and ‘water and other natural
systems, including ecosystems.” 40 C.F.R. § 1508.8(b). Consideration of induced growth and
related issues “furthers the National Environmental Protection Act’s information and public
awareness goals.” City of Carmel-by-the-Sea v. United States DOT, 123 F.3d 1142, 1162 (9th
Cir. 1997); see also National Wildlife Federation v. Coleman, 529 F.2d 359, 374 (5th Cir. 1976)
(indirect impacts of proposed highway included development that would be encouraged around
the highway interchanges); City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 661, 675 (9th Cir. 1975)
(“growth-inducing effects of the . . . Interchange project are its reason d'etre, and with growth
will come growih’s problems: increased population, increased traffic, increased pollution.”);
Sierra Club, 962 F. Supp. at 1043 (finding that use of the same socioeconomic forecast for the
build and no-build alternatives “creates a self-fulfilling prophecy that makes a reasoned analysis
of how different alternatives satisfy future needs impossible.”).

b.  The DEIS’s Consideration of Induced Growth

The 1998 DEIS for this Project acknowledged that the Bridge would induce a significant
increase in development along the Currituck Outer Banks and the rest of the project area. For
example, it estimated that “the bridge would allow an estimated 2,473 additional homes along
Currituck Outer Banks.”'* Nevertheless, the 1998 DEIS gave little consideration to the indirect
and cumulative impacts caused by the increased development, concluding that the impacts
“would be similar for the Bridge and No-Build Alternatives.””” Comments from almost every
federal and state government agency involved in the project indicated that this conclusion was
wrong and that the analysis was inadequate to satisfy the National Environmental Policy Act:

“This project cannot be thoroughly evaluated without a comprehensive discussion of
secondary and cumulative impacts.”'®

“|HJurricane evacuation time increase and increased traffic congestion should be
included in the secondary and cumulative impacts section. Specifically, the new bridge
will promote greater development in a high hazard, storm prone area.”"’

' 1998 DEIS at 4-48, Table 4-19.

" 1d. at 4-60.

¥ Comments of Cyadi Bell, NCDENR Division of Water Quality (April 21, 1998).
" Comuments of C.E. Shuford, US Army Corps of Engineers (May 12, 1998).
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The DEIS “appears to base levels of development on the opinions of local realtors.”

“[The DEIS] states, ‘The potential for negative impacts to water quality would be siniilar

for the Bridge and No-Build Alternatives.” . . . we disagree with the above statement. . .
»19

“I'he basic issue that must be addressed is whether it is appropriate for NCDOT/FHWA
. to consider any alternative that would support levels of Outer Banks development
incompatible with long-term environmental quality.”*

“The Division continues to be concerned with the secondary and cumulative impacts
associated with the bridge alternatives, !

“[T]he ‘No-Build’ alternative would not promote the adverse secondary and cumulative
impacts (water and scwer projects and increased traffic on NC 12, which is already at
capacity according to NCDOT trftﬂic counls) associated with providing quicker access to
the Currituck County Outer Banks. 2

“The DEIS accurately notes that the project is not likely to directly affect these
[endangered] species since no construction is proposed for beach areas. However, the
influence of an increased human presence, both as day visitors and seasonal residents,
would extend for many miles both north and south of the eastern bridge terminus.””’

“I1]t should be noted that providing quicker access to Currituck Outer Banks would not
only accelerate development but would also promote increased traffic and the potential
for water quality degradation resulting from the direct discharge of stormwater from the
bridge deck into Currituck Sound. . . . The community’s ability to deal effectively with
any increased need for additional water use, wastewater treatment and other
infrastructures is a very important part of the success of this proposal and should be
considered throughout the planmng stages of this project.”*

Twelve years have passed since these comments were submitted on the first DEIS for this
project. The new DEIS provides virtually no specific information regarding why any of the
above concerns should have lessened. Indecd, the current DEIS now presents less analysis of
indirect impacts, making only conclusory statements such as that “{florecast development would
be the predominant contributor to cumulative impacts, irrespective of whether a detailed study
alternative is implemented,” and “the extent of development on the Outer Banks by 2035 would
be the same with or without the bridge.” (DEIS xx, Table S-1). The DEIS fails to support this

8 Commients of Lynn W. Mathis, NCDENR Division of Coastal Management (April 23, 1998).
*® Comments of Andreas Mager, Jr., National Marine Fisheries Service (April 16, 1998).

» Comments of Heinz J. Muller, US EPA (April 30, 1998). S

2! Comments of Sare E, Winslow, NCDENR Division of Marine Fisheries (March 9,'1998).

2 Comments of Franklin T. McBride, NC Wildlife Resources Commission (April 27, 1998),
.” Comments of Nicholas L. Graf, US Fish and Wildlife Service (May 28, 1998).

¢ Comments of Melba McGee, Envirenmental Review Coordinator, NCDENR (April 29, 1998)
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assertion or to present an adequate analysis of the significant secondary and cumulative effects
that clearly would result from building the Toll Bridge.

The DEIS’s brief analysis of induced development is internally inconsistent, seemingly
claiming that the transportation improvements described in the DEIS would both facilitate
development and have no effect on development. On the one hand, it maintains that “lack of
transportation improvements and associated growing congestion could constrain development
under the No-Build Alternative.” But at the same, the DEIS claims that “transportation
improvements have little effect on the demand for and rate of development,” and 1n any event,
the project arca “is already largely developed.” (DEIS 3-89.) The DEIS does not clarify the
meaning of “developed.” Recent estimates, however, put the total number of vacation rental
propertics along the Outer Banks north of the Wright Memorial Bridge at approximately 4,500.
So if the DEIS is correct in ifs prediction that the area is already “largely developed,” the
construction cost of the Toll Bridge comes to well over $100,000 per vacation rental property

. 25
serviced.

The various sources cited by the DEIS indicate that the project area is not intensively
developed. According to the Currituck County .and Use Plan (hereinafter “2006 Land Use
Plan”), “the northern Outer Banks arca contained a total 3,100 residential lots,” of which “436
(15%) were de\'eloped,”26 leaving significant room for development to be encouraged. The
DEIS cites population and growth estimates from the 2006 Land Use Plan as support for its
conclusion that the Toll Bridge “would not notably contribute to cumulative impacts.” (DEIS 3-
96.) But the 2006 {.and Use Plan predicts that “the Mid-County Bridge will have a huge |
influence on development patterns throughout much of Currituck County,” and that “pressure for
additional development in Corolla and especially Carova will increase dramatically with
improved access to these two areas.””” Similarly, the DEIS reports that a “Vision Plan” for the
area does “not indicate a net increase in overall business or residential development on the Outer
Banks related to the detailed study alternatives.” (DEIS 3-91.) In fact, the “Vision Plan” makes
the vague assertion that “Corolla and Carova are fairly well developed already,” but it further
warns that “[c]urrently, there does not exist proper infrastructure to support the quantity and type
of businesses the Mid-Currituck Sound Bridge will draw—access to central water and sewer,
garbage collection, effective stormwater management, and the Internet . . . .” These
infrastructure needs, like the Bridge’s other indirect impacts, similarly receive less consideration
in the current DEIS than in the 1998 version of the document.

The DEIS claims that the bridge would not affect the level of development on the
Currituck Outer Banks in part because existing area land use plans would limit any such growth.
According to the DEIS, “current development regulation and past trends associated with
imaplementation of these plans are indicative of the local jurisdictions’ commitments to
implement these plans as they stand.” (DEIS 3-89.) The Transportation Agencies made a similar

_claim in the Mullin case to defend their conclusion that a “new bridge will not spur significant

% See N:C. Turnpike Authority, the Mid-Currituck Development Group, and Arup. Mid-Currituck Sound Bridge

Phase il Research Study, at 6 {Oct. 12, 2009){“ _
% Currituck County. 2006 Land Use Plan. (Cert. by Coastal Resources Commn. Sept. 25, 2008) available at:

http://www.co.currituck.nc.us/documents-plans.cfm

72006 Land Use Plan at 5-6.
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increased development at Sunset Beach.” Mullin, 756 F. Supp. at 921. In o uncertain terms,
the Federal District Court for the Eastern District of North Carolina rejected the Agencies’
suggestion that Jand use regulations would remain static, calling it “so utterly devoid of common
sense and inconsistent with NEPA that it cannot be taken seriously.” Id. The court went on to
conclude that it “did not nced plaintiffs’ experts to tell it that zoning changes inevitably follow
development pressures. To believe otherwise is-to ignore reality.” Id. The DEIS nevertheless
repeats this approach, failing to take the requisite “hard look” at the environmental impacts of

growth induced by the bridge.

The DEIS indicates that the Transportation Agencies have a responsibility to “minimize
impacts associated with the US 158/Mid-Currituck Bridge Interchange itself,” but otherwise the
“significant cumulative effects . . . associated with continued development . . . would be the
responsibility of Currituck County.” (DEIS 3-97.) This is a derogation of the Agencies’ analysis
and disclosure duties under NEPA. The Agencies should issue a new DEIS that evaluates all of
- the likely indirect effects of the Toll Bridge versus other alternatives, and alse identifies and

discusses available mitigation strategies.
2. Significant Impacts on Natural Resources

Laboring under the assumption that the Toll Bridge would not cause any additional
development along the Quter Banks, nor even attract any additional day visitors, the DEIS
completely ignores some of the most significant impacts associated with the Toll Bridge. As one
court has explained, for an agency “to ignore the indirect effects that result from its actions
would be to . . . wear blinders that Congzress has not chosen to impose.” Riverside Irr. Dist. v.
Andrews. 758 F.2d 508, 512 (10th Cir. 1985). Here, the DEIS fails to adequately address and
evaluate the likely substantial impacts, including the indirect effects of induced traffic and
development, on the following significant natural resources:

a. Impacts to Waterfowl

The DEIS does not adequately address adverse impacts on waterfow] in Currituck Sound,
given the area’s significance as waterfowl habitat, especially for large numbers of wintering and
migrating birds. Currently, the DEIS focuses more on the history of waterfowl use of the area,
rather than on future effects of the Toll Bridge on waterfowl. On page 3-39, the DEIS reports
reductions in waterfowl numbers as-if it were a reason to give less consideration to the needs of
waterfowl, instead of acknowledging that development impacts have contributed to much of the -
previous decreases and the development stimulated by the Toll Bridge would further contribute
to the decline of waterfowl populations in the area. The proposed bridge is likely to directly*
reduce or remove habitat, including foraging areas, for waterfowl through the loss of wetlands
and the birds’ food sources found there. It would also pollute the waters used by waterfowl with
runoff from the bridge and roads. The increased traffic, with its accompanying increased
activity, noise, and potential for direct collisions between birds and vehicles, could disturb
waterfowl, fragmenting and reducing the area’s.utility as resting and wintering habitat, and ~
eventually causing sensitive species to abandon the area altogether. Among the birds that will be
affected are waterfowl (including ducks, geese, swans, etc.), waterbirds (including ospreys and
various snecies of terns), shorebirds (including plovers and sandpipers), marsh birds (including
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rails and bitterns), wading birds (including herons, egrets, and ibis), and the occasional bald
cagle.

These effects should be acknowledged and examined. The DEIS should also consider
construction methods and technologies to discourage birds from perching and nesting on or
around the bridge itself, in order to reduce the likelihood of collisions.

b. Fisheries

The DEIS fails to adequatcly support its conclusion that the Toll Bridge “would not have
a substantial long-term adverse impact” on designated fisheries and submerged aquatic
vegetation (SAV) habitat in the area. (DEIS 3-50.) In fact, it presents information that that is
inconsistent with this conclusion. For example, the Essential Fish Habitat Technical Report
notes that the bridge would “introduce a new source of pollution (via bridge runoff)” that may
justify various mitigation measures as the “amount of runoff and associated impacts to water
quality are dependent upon the method implemented to manage bridge runoft. % At the same
time, the report indicates that it assumes no mitigation measures would be in place'to treat
runoff, yet without further discussion of the amount of runoff and associated impacts to water
quality that would occur under that scenario, it concludes that no substantial long-term effects
would resul. With respect to secondary and cumulative impacts of the Bridge on fish habitat,
the DEIS and its supporting documents again fail to acknowledge factors, such as increased
storm water run-off, increased crosion, increased wetlands (il for commercial and residential
structures, and overfishing, related to increased access to the area, nor is thele any discussion of

possible mitigation strategies.

c. Currituck National Wildlife Refuge, Natural Heritage
Areas and other ecnvironmentally significant areas

The DEIS includes inadequate analysis of impacts on numerous barrier island areas and
ecosystems in the vicinity of the Project that are environmentally significani. Thousands of acres
of pristine coastal habitat are maintained for the public’s enjoyment by numerous groups,
including the federal and state governments, the National Audubon Society, the Nature
Conservancy, and other non-profits. The areas include Currituck National Wildlife Refuge, Pine
Island Audubon Sanctuary, Nature Conservancy land, Currituck Banks National Estuarine
Reserve, and at least ten other Natural Heritage Areas. They provide habitat for the federally
protected sea turtles and other species listed on p. 3-53 of the DEIS, as well as the many bird
species listed above in section C(3)(a), wild horses, deer, fox, raccoons, wild hogs, etc. The
remoteness and abundance of wilderness are clearly an important patt of the reason people live
in and visit the area. Besides the many nature preserves and natural areas listed above, other
tourist attractions also center around outdoor activities like kayaking, hiking wilderness trails,
visiting the Outer Banks Cente1 for Wlldhfe Education, viewing the local wild horse herd, bird

watching, etc.

28 CZR Incorporated. Essential Fish Habitat Technical Report (November 2009) at 24, available at
. www.ncturnpike.org
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Coustruction of a Toll Bridge would adversely impact thesc areas and attractions, and
reduce not only the quality of the experience for visitors but also the economic vitality of the
nature-rclated tourism industry, through increased tratfic, encroaching development in or ncar
the natural areas, and the accompanying noise, water and air pollution, wildlife habitat
fragmentation and degradation, etc. For those areas north of the cnd of NC 12, the impacts
would also include either increased traffic on the fragile beach or the construction of a paved
road access (for instance, an extension of NC 12) through the pristine natural areas. Depending
on the tide and the state of the beach, many vehicles per day drive on the beachfront section of
the National Wildlife Refuge, already degrading the beach and disrupting any wildlife attempting
to nest, forage, or rest there. Additional driving on the Refuge and beach areas would further
degrade those resources.

These impacts should be acknowledged and examined in more detail. Currently, the
DEIS acknowledges the existence of some areas, but focuses primarily on the Natural Heritage
Areas in the immediate project area and barely assesses the effects on them at all. Table 3-5
purports to contain an analysis of “Permanent Impacts to Biotic Communities,” but groups
communities in large categories and presents the information in a cursory manner with little
underlying data. In so doing, the DEIS fails to enable a reader to evaluate the analysis and
conclusions and to comment on it, in violation of NEPA.

d. Wildlifc Habitat In Maple Swamp

The DEIS’s analysis of impacts on ecologically significant arcas on the mainland side of
tne Sound s also inadequate. Most notably, the large area known as Maple Swamp and its
unique Gordonia forest would be bisected by any of the options that involve construction of a
Toll Bridge, either by construction of a road on fill or by bridging it. Although the forest has
been degraded already by logging and clear-cutting, this fact is not clearly acknowledged in the
DEIS. This past degradation is not justification for downplaying the Toll Bridge’s impacts on
the area, but rather a reason for increased concern and protective measures. Among other issues,
the recent clear-cutting will cause more severe flooding in the area of the planned bridge

terminus.

Further degradation of the forest and of wildlife habitat — through fragmentation, runoff
pollution, etc. — are likely significant effects of the project. The DEIS discusses briefly a plan for
providing wildlife passage under a road through pipes and culverts, but does not explain, for
instance, how these would be useful to wildlife when they are filled with water. In general, the
DEIS provides scant analysis of these effects, and any proffered mitigation, that is insufficient to
pass muster under NEPA. ‘

e. Air Quality

The DEIS dismisses air quality concerns, particularly regarding mobile source air toxics,
without sufficient support. The DEIS reasons that the Toll Bridge would actually improve air
quality because it would reduce vehicle miles traveled and congestion. As discussed above,
however, the traffic projections for this project are not credible. If past experience and peer-
reviewed traffic studies are any indication, the Toll Bridge would generate higher traffic volumes
and congestion would meet or exceed current levels within a few years. The added capacity of
the Toll Bridge, however, would mean that the traffic jams involve more cars, and more sources

14



of mobile source air toxics, as well as carbon monoxide and other pollutants which tend to
accumulate In areas with large concentrations of traffic, creating “hot spots” of contamination. A
new DEIS should consider these air quality effects, based on a realistic analysis of future traffic
with the Bridge. In particular, it should examine air quality impacts in the immediate vicinity of
the planned interchange of US 158 and the Toll Bridge.

. ~ WATER QUALITY

A. Regulatory Background

. The Clean Water Act (CWA) prohibits the discharge of any pollutant by any person into

waters of the United States uniess such discharge is made in comphiance with various CWA
sections, including section 404. 33 U.S.C. §§ 1251 et seq. Section 404 establishes a permit
program to regulate the discharge of fill material into waters of the US and is overseen by the
Corps of Engineers. Central to the permit decision process is whether the proposed discharge
activities will comply with the CWA § 404(b)(1) guidelines (40 C.¥.R. § part 230). If it does
not, a permit will be denied. 33 C.F.R. § 320.4(a)(1).

The guidelines provide that discharges will not be permitted if there is a practicable
alternative to the proposed discharge that would have less adverse impact on the aquatic
ecosystem. 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a). An alternative is “practicable” if it is available and capable of
being done after taking into account cost, existing technofogy, aud logistics in light of overall
project purposes. 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)(2). The section 404(b)(1) alternatives analysis overlaps
significantly with the NEPA alternatives analysis. Under the section 404(b)(1) guidelines, it will
be presumed that there are practicable alternatives to discharge activity that occurs in but is not
dependent upon wetlands or waters of the U.S. 40 C.F.R. § 230.10{a)(3); sec also Bulirey v.
United States, 690 F.2d 1170, 1180 (5th Cir. 1982).

B. The DEIS’s Consideration of Water Quality Impacts

The DEIS estimates that construction of the recommended Toll Bridge alternative would
require filling between forty to fifty-two acres of wetlands. The DEIS aiso recognizes that run-
off from the bridge platform would impact water quality in the Currituck Sound, although it fails
to adequately quantify and analyze these impacts. These impacts on wetlands require a Section
404 permit from the U.S. Army Corps of Engincers. Due to the deficient alternatives analysis, as
discussed above, the DEIS provides an insufficient basis to conclude that, “in light of overall
project purposes,” the Toll Bridge qualifies as the least environmentally damaging practicable
alternative. 40 C.F.R. § 230.10(a)(2).

The DEIS also fails to adequately disclose and consider water qualily impacts.
According to the DEIS, water quality in the project area already “is undergoing substantial
degradation because of the area’s increasing population, changes in agricultural practices, and
urbanization and industrialization of the region.” (DEIS 3-28.) The DEIS indicates that these
phenomena will continue, irrespective of whether the Bridge provides a4 new point of access to
the Outer Banks. “Impacts to salinity, water supply and wastewater treatment should not result
from any of the detailed study alternatives,” according to the DEIS. (DEIS 3-29.) The DEIS fails”
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to support this claim, and indced, mischaracterizes the project’s likely effect on water quality,
ignoring altogether secondary and cumulative effects on water quality.

The DEIS intimates that water quality in the project area has declined to a point where
any additional contaminants introduced as a result of the Bridge would lack an independent
significance. But a recent decline in the water quality of Currituck Sound and the rest of the
£.lbemarle-Pamlico estuarine system demands greater, not less, consideration in the DEIS of how
this projcct would contribute to water pollution. By exacerbating existing stresses to the system,
the Bridge’s impacts may have a greater effect on overall water quality than if they occurred in
isolation. Moreover, the DEIS exaggerates the extent of the existing degradation, shifting the:
frame of reference from the project arca (“closed to harvesting shellfish”), to waters “within 1.0
mile downstream of the project arca” (not classified as “High Quality Waters”), to the arca
“crossed by the detailed study alternatives” (not designated as an “Anadromous Fish Spawning
Area”). (DEIS 3-28.) In reality, while existing development in the project area has affected
- water quality, the Currituck Sound and the waters feeding into it continue to serve important
ecological functions, supporting fisheries and wildlife habitat, which in turn support important
tourism and recreational interests. A new DEIS should adequately address how the bridge could
impact these interests, and identity appropriate mmgatlon measures.

In order to adequately address water quallty impacts, the DEIS must include a rigorous
analysis of secondary and cumulative impacts. This should include consideration of the
increased storm water run-off caused by development in the area, and specific abatement
measures to control storm water run-off, as well as the costs associated with those measures. A
new DEIS should also address sewage and water treatment issues, particularly along the Outer
Banks. According to the 2006 Land Use Plan, over 95% of residents rely on “individual on-site
wastewater systems,” i e septic tanks, even though “soils with severe septic system limitations
dominate the Counly Accordmg to the plan, “failing septic systems” are a problem, with
significant numbers of households drawing their potable water from individual wells, which are
susceptible to cross-contamination. Individual wells are the only source of water in the Carova
area. Water treatment facilities serve other parts of the project area, such as Corolla, but demand
already meets the available capacity. A new DEIS should discuss the economic and ecological
costs of providing water and sewage service to new development facilitated by the Bridge.

HI.  THE COASTAL BARRIER RESOURCES ACT

First passed in 1982 and-subsequently strengthened in 1990, the Coastal Barrier
Resources Act (CBRA) is intended to “minimize the loss of human life, wasteful expenditure of
Federal revenues and the damage to fish, wildlife, and other natural resources associated with the
coastal barriers . . . by restricting future Federal expenditures and financial assistance which have
the effect of encouraging development of coastal barriers.” 16 USCS § 3501(5)(b). The Act
establishes the John H. Chafee Coastal Barrier Resources System, which designates specific
areas as undeveloped coastal barriers. Both the lands and adjacent wetlands above and below the
terminus of the Mid-Currituck Bridge are listed as units in the Barrier Resources System.
Roughly ten miles separates Unit NC-01, which encompasses Pine Island to the north of Duck,
and Unit LO1P, which begins at the end of NC 12 north of Corolla. According to the Act, “no

22 2006 Land Use Plan at 5-5.-
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new cXpendﬁurcs or new {inancial assistance may be made available under authority of any
Federal law for any purpose within the System, including . . . the construction or purchase of any
road, . . . or bridge or causeway to, any System unit.” 16 USCS § 3504(a)(2).

The Mid-Currituck Bridge is inconsistent with the CBRA. While the Bridge would not
directly enter into areas designated under the Act, it would support development in those areas.
Federal courts have read the Act to mean that “[f|urther federal assistance, with certain limited
exceptions, for development within or access to those areas is banned.” Cape May Greene, Inc.
v. Warren, 698 F.2d 179, 189 (3d Cir. 1983) (emphasis added). The exceptions carved out in the
Act apply to “maintenance” and “replacement” of “essential links,” in the transportation
network, such as the Bonner Bridge. In contrast, this project would provide a new link to areas
that, according to the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service, “were made ineligible for direct or indirect
Federal financial assistance that might support development.” The DEIS relegates its discussion
of the Act, and the disclosure of much of the project study area’s status, to section 5.7.5 of a
“Comumunity Impact Assessment Technical Report.” That report acknowledges that the listed
areas include “lands in private ownership,” but fails to explain how this project would not
promote development that is inconsistent with the CBRA.

IV.  COASTAL ZONE MANAGEMENT ACT

- Congress enacted the Coastal Zone Management Act to help coastal states preserve,
protect, and devclop the nation’s coastal areas. 16 U.S.C.-§ 1452, North Carolina’s Coastal Area
Management Act (“CAMA?”), N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 113A-100 et seq., furthers those objectives.

As the implementing regulations explain:

(c) The 1974 Legislature found that “the coastal area, and in particular the
cstuaries, are among the most biologically productive regions of this state and of
the nation,” but .in recent years thc area “has been subjected to increasing
pressures which are the result of the often conflicting needs of sociely expanding
in industrial development, in population, and in the recreational aspirations of its

citizens.”

(d) “Unless these pressures are controlled by coordinated nmnagémenl ” the act -
states, “the very features of the coast which make it economically, aesthet1ca11y,
and ecologically rich will be destroyed.”

15A N.C. Admin Code 07H.0102(c)-(d). The regulations go on to explain that, “[t]o. prevent this
destruction,” the act calls for the identification of “types of areas — water as well as land — in
which uncontrolled or incompatible development might result in irreversible damage,” with the
goal being to “ensure the compatibility of development with the continued productivity and

- value of certain crifical land and water areas.” 15A N.C. Admin Code 07H.0102(e).

Under CAMA, coastal counties are required to adopt land use plans, and the Coastal
Resources Commission may designate “Areas of Environmental Concern,” or “AECs,” where
unpermitted development is prohibited. N.C. Gen. Stat. §§ 113A-110, 113. Local area land use
plans, once approved, become part of the North Carolina Coastal Management Plan that is
overseen by the North Carolina Division of Coastal Management.
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In AECs, development requires permits and the Division of Coastal Management “shall
deny an application for a permit upon finding . . .that the proposed development would
contribute to cumulative effects that would be inconsistent” with the objectives of the Act, such
as protecting against “significant adversc effect on the conservation of public and private water
sapplies,” and “significant adverse effect on wildlife or fresh water, estuarine or marine
fisheries.” Id. at § § 113A-120¢a)(10); 113-229(e). Under federal regulations, before making a
final decision on an action such as the proposed project, the federal agency must assess whether
it is consistent with area land use plans and notify the North Carolina Division of Coastal

Management (“NCDCM™). 15 C.F.R. §§ 930.36, 930.41.

As the DEIS explains, a “CAMA major permit would be required for all of the detailed
study alternatives.” (DEIS 3-49.) According to the DEIS and its supporting documents, failure
to build the bridge would be inconsistent with area land use plans. But while some area land use
plans cite construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge as an express transportation objective, the
Toll Bridge would also impact AECs directly and by subsequent development activities. If a
development project violates general or specific use standards for an AEC, a permit must be
denied, even if local land use plans include the project.

The DEIS relies on the statistic that AECs “encompass less than 3 percent of the land
covered by CAMA in North Carolina’s 20 coastal counties”® to justify the short shrift it gives
impacts on them. AECs, however, are prevalent in the vicinity of this project. Under CAMA,
there are four categories of AECs: the estuarine and ocean system (15A N. C. Admin. Codc
07H.0200), the ocean hazard system (15A N. C. Admin. Code 07H.0300), public water supplies
(15A N. C. Admin. Code 07H.0400), and natural and cultural resource areas (15A N. C. Admin.
Code 07H.0500). The 2006 Land Use Plan recognizes “two categories of AECs . . . the
estuarine system AECs and ocean hazard system AECs.”' In its CAMA section, the DEIS
acknowledges that AECs in only the first category exist in the immediate Project area, that is, the =
“estuarine and ocean system” subcategories of coastal wetlands, estuarine waters, coastal '
shorelines, and public trust coastal waters and submerged lands, but the DEIS does not even
show where these areas are located on the various maps presented in its various reports. -
(Compare DEIS at 3-48 to 3-49 with 2006 Land Use Plan, Map 3.1.)

The DEIS fails to adequately evaluate cven the direct impacts of the Toll Bridge on
estuarine AECs it acknowledges. In particular, CAMA requires that “uses” of estuarine waters,
such as the dredging and fill associated with the Toll Bridge, be “consistent with the
management objectives of this rule.” 15A N.C. Admin. Code 07H .0206(d). The management
objective of the estuarine waters rule is “[tJo conserve and manage the important features of
estuarine waters so as to safeguard and perpetuate their biological, social, aesthetic, and
economic values.” I5A NCAC 07H .0206(c)<(d). The DEIS fails to address the apparent
inconsistency between the Toll Bridge and this objective, or explain the plan for complying with
those standards.

30 parsons Brinckerhofl. Community Impact Assessment Technical Report {Nov. 2009), at 5-33 available at
www.nctuinpike.org )

% 2006 Land Use Plan, p.3-3.
\
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Further, the DEIS declines to mention that land use plans designate “virtually Currituck
County’s entire oceanfront coastline,” as “ocean erodible area” (the other category of AEC listed
in the 2006 Land Use Plan) that is “subject to longterm erosion and significant shoreline
changes”™*  The DEIS claims that “the greatest impact to Coastal Area Management Act
(CAMA) resources . . . would be associated with shading by a Mid-Currituck Bridge,” but this
claim is not adequately supported. As discussed above, the secondary effects of this project
would extend far beyond these limited direct impacts. The 2006 Land Use Plan identifies far
more AECS and other sensitive areas that would be affected. For instance, Map 3.5 of the Plan
shows the many environmentally fragile areas in closc vicinity to the Toll Bridge, including
anadromous fish spawning areas and significant Natural Heritage Areas, while Map 3.6 indicates
that much of the county land qualifies as environmental hazard Class III, where “the impact of
development may cause serious damage to the function of natural systems.”  Copies of these
maps are enclosed, Ignoring or downplaying the impacts to these areas is inconsistent with the

goals of CAMA.

In addition to falling short of the requirements under NEPA, the DEIS does not
adcquately consider how these impacts may undermine area land use plans for the purposes of
state and federal coastal management laws. In fact, as described elsewhere in these comments,
the direct and indirect impacts on these areas, including areas designated as Ocean Erodible
Areas, would be significant. For instance, just as a new bridge would surely enable access and
incrcase development north of Corolla and Carova, it would increase the number of vehicles
driving on the beach to access the houses (both existing and new) that are located north of the
end of NC 12, which would increase erosion on the fragile barrier island shoreline. Already,
“the Swan Beach area midway between Carova Beach and Corolla has higher erosion rate factors
ranging from 4.5 to 8.5 feet/year,” according to area land use plans.3 * Although the General Use
Standards for Ocean Hazard Areas do not specifically ban driving on the beach, development in
these areas must comply with management objectives that include “preserving the natural
ecologicel conditions of the barrier dune and beach systems.” 15A N.C. Admin. Code
07H.0303, .0306(f). In this and other ways, building a bridge would encourage development and
traffic that is inconsistent with the goals of CAMA. The DEIS fails to acknowledge these
apparent planning conflicts, or to explain why the Toll Bridge should nevertheless qualify for a

CAMA permit.

V.  CLIMATE CHANGE

The DEIS acknowledges that “potential accelerated sea level rise resulting from climate
change” will likely affect the project area in a significant way. (DEIS 3-64) But the DEIS
analysis of climate.change related impacts is incomplete and misleading. Climate change will
make the North Carolina Outer Banks less hospitable to human development and an even more
inappropriate situs for massive infrastructure like the Toll Bridge. EPA’s recent finding that
greenhouse gases “endanger both the public health and the public welfare of current and future
generations” was based in part on the impacts of climate change on coastal areas. The agency

32 Id.
¥ id. at 3-8.

M Id. at 3-16.
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ciles “evidence that Atlantic hurricanes have already become more intense,” as well as
“increased risk of storm surge and flooding in coastal areas. from sea level rise and more intense
storms,” and “adverse impacts from sea level rise such as land loss due to inundation, erosion,
wetland submergence, and habitat loss.” 74 Fed. Reg. 66496, 66498 (December 15, 2009). The
cost of rebuilding, relocating, and fortifying cxisting development to cope with these impacts is
already projected to be monumental. By encouraging additional development in the areas most
-vulnerable to climate change, the Toll Bridge would add to these liabilities.

As one joint federal agency analysis recognizes, “choices made today about the location
and design of transportation infrastructure can have a large impact on the feasibility and cost of
accommodating rising sea level in the future.”® Yet while the DEIS and its technical report
acknowledge that climate change will cause significant sea level rise in the project area,
including permanent inundation of much of the project area, the Transportation Agencies atrive
at the absurd conclusion that “a Mid-Currituck Bridge would be a useful asset in reducing the
impact of sea fevel rise on the project area’s road system.” This is because, unlike much of the
rest of the road system, it would remain above water, and therefore provide “the only way off the
Currituck County Outer Banks.” (DEIS 1-7.) This logic is flawed. By stimulating investment in
road capacity and other infrastructure that would eventually remain permanently under water, the
Toll Bridge would worsen the impacts of climate change. A new DEIS should include an
objective analysis of the costs associated with these impacts, including the threat of hurricanes to
intensive development in the area, increased bridge maintenance costs, reduced availability of
fresh water and developable land on the Outer Banks, and other factors that would all scem to
militate against the construction of a $600 million bridge to the area.

CONCLUSION

. We rcquésl that the T ransportation Agencies revise their analysis of alternatives and
impacts according to the recommendations set forth herein and issue a revised Draft
Environmental Impact Statement for public review and comment.

35 James G. Titus, USEPA. “Preparing for Sea-Level Rise” in Coastal Sensitivity to Sea-Level Rise: A Focus on
the Mid-Atlantic Region. (2009), at 150, available at http://www .climatescience.gov/Library/sap/sap4-1/default.php
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Ms. Jennifer Harris

NC Turnpike Authority

I South Wilmington Street
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midcurrituck@ncdot.gov

Re: Final Environmental Impact Statement for Mid-Currituck Bridee NCDOT STIP
Project : R-2576. FHWA Federal Aid Project No. BRSTP-000S (494)‘

Dear Ms. Harris:

On behalf of the North Carolina Wildlife Federation, Environmental Defense Fund and
the Wilderness Society, the Southern Environmental Law Center (“SELC”) submits these
comments on the above-referenced Final Environmental Impact Statement (“FEIS™), prepared by
the North Carolina Turnpike Authority (“NCTA™), a division of the North Carolina Department
of Transportation, and the Federal Highway Administration (the “Transportation Agencies™).

On behalf of the above listed groups, SELC submitted comments on the Draft EIS in
June, 2010. Since this time the Transportation Agencies have made some steps towards
minimizing impacts to the important natural resources in the study area. Unfortunately,
however, these steps do nothing to cure the underlying fact that the huge cost of this project, both
financially and in terms of its devastating environmental impacts, is in no way justified by any

demonstrated need.

Additionally, the FEIS fails to cure many of the flaws, omissions and mis-statements of
the draft document. Accordingly, the comments below reiterate many of the concerns we
expressec in our previous comments of June 7, 2010. In light of these fundamental deficiencies,
we request that the Transportation Agencies not issue a Record of Decision (“ROD”) based on
this document. Rather, given the lack of a guaranteed financial plan for this project, the public
opposition to it, and the devastating impact that construction will have on the environment, we
urge the Transportation Agencies to reconsider whether it is the best use of the State’s scarce

resources.

If the Transportation Agencies determine that it is advisable to move forward with this
project, we request that they initiate a new environmental review process and create a
supplemental EIS that thoroughly examines a reasonable range of alternatives, including
upgrades to the existing road system that would adequately meet any supposed need for this
project aad that would be far less costly and damaging than construction of a new seven-mile
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Ms. Jenntler Harris
March 2. 2012
Page 2

bridge. Further, we ask that the EIS properly investigate the impacts of the project, including an
analysis of indirect impacts that examines impacts from a true No-Build scenario. rather than

comparing “building the bridge” with “*building the bridge.”
[ & o & & )

Financing Status

A number of alternatives, including upgrades to the existing highway system, are
available to meet the transportation needs in the study area. Driving the selection of a new
bridge alternative, however, is a plan of finance that depends on tolling and other state and
federal funding mechanisms. It is important to note from the outset. therefore. that the current

financial status of the Bridge is in no way assured.

Construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge would be hugely expensive. with current cost
estimates being placed at over $500 miilion. (FEIS at xvi). This is money that North Carolina
currently does not have to spend. A recent assessment of the State’s transportation infrastructure
suggests that over the next 30 years North Carolina would need to spend almost $160 billion to
meet the growing transportation needs of the evolving state.! Current revenue sources simply do
not meet these needs.” and thus the State must, at this time, step back, reevaluate prior funding
plans, and finance only those projects that serve the most pressing transportation needs. As
discussed in more detail below, there is no such pressing need for a second, duplicative bridge to
the section of the Outer Banks to be served by the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

Various mechanisms of financing the Mid-Currituck Bridge have been proposed over the
vears. The project has long been suggested as North Carolina’s first venture into a Public Private
Partnership (“PPP"), with the Spanish Conglomerate Groupo ACS identified as the projected
partner. Recently, however, the Turnpike Authority has indicated that this method of financing

the project may be abandoned.?

As expected from a project pursued by the Turnpike Authority, one of the primary
sources of revenue expected to fund the project will come from tolls. Indeed, as explained in
more detail below, the collection of such tolls has been a primary force driving the selection of
bridge construction over less environmentally damaging alternatives centered on upgrades to the
existing highway system. A traffic and revenue study focused on the toll collection was
published in July, 2011. This study indicates that, in order to be financially viable, toll rates wiil

' North Carolina Department of Transportation, Draft Report, System Inventory and Modal Needs at ix Dec. 2012
(on file with SELC and NCDOT).

* North Carolina Department of Transportation, Challenges and Opportunities Report at ES-ix, Sep. 2011 available
at htip/www.ncdot.org/download/performance/2040 ChalleneeOpp.pdt .

? North Carolina Turnpike Authority, Press release, Turnpike Authority Publishes Final Environmental Impact
Statements for Mid-Currituck Bridge, Jan. 19, 2012, available at
https:/fapps.dot.state.nc.us/pio/releases/details.aspx?r=3933 .
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need to be as high as $28 per trip. Toll rates this high for other similar projects have been
previous.y presented as unmanageable by NCDOT,” and it is unclear whether tourists will really

be willing to pay such a huge tolf to save 1-2 hours of time.

Generally, toll projects have a high rate of failure, and traffic and revenue studies almost
always overstate potential revenues. A recent study of toll road projects across the nation found
them to average less than half the anticipated revenues.® The seasonal, weekend focused. nature
of the anticipated travel on the Mid-Currituck Bridge makes future usage even more difficuit to
predict. Moreover, even if toll revenues do live up to expectations, they will cover less than half

of the required cost of construction.

Given the likelihood that tolls will not cover the cost of the whole project. NCTA has
attempted on multiple occasions to secure federal Transportation Infrastructure Finance and
Innovation Act (“TIFIA™) loans for the projects. These attempts have failed each time, however.
with the federal government declining to finance the project. Financing for the project will
depend on non-toll state money: “gap” funding was secured by the North Carolina legislature in
the form of an annual appropriation of $15 million, rising to $28 million annually afier two
years.” During the 2011 legislative session, groups of local opponents made several trips to the
legislature to voice their opposition to the Bridge. Having listened to this opposition and
reviewed the assorted issues associated with the project, the North Carolina Senate was poised to
eliminate entirely its “gap™ funding, and instead focus those funds on maintenance of the existing
highway system.8 Ultimately, the legislature settled on a budget that restored the funding for the
project. However, legislators remain substantially concerned about the project and funding may
be eliminated entirely in the upcoming legislative session. If the “gap” funding does remain in
place, it will saddie the next two generations with the debt of this project, and over time will cost

over $1 billion of state tax-payer money.’

* See Currituck Development Group, Mid-Currituck Bridge Final Report Traffic and Revenue Forecasts at 1. July
2011, available at
http/iwww.nedot.gov/projects/mideurrituckbridge/download/MCBTratficRevenueForecastsFinalluly201 1.pd!
[hereinafier Traffic and Revenue Study].

3 See Revised Final Section 4(f) Evaluation, NC 12 Replacement of Herbert C. Bonner Bridge (Oct. 9, 2009),
Appendix G 13-14, available at htip://www.ncdot.gov/projects/bonnerbridgerepairs/download/RevisedlEIS pdf
(attached).

¢ See Terry Maynard for the Reston Citizens Association, Witbur Smith Associates’ Traffic and Revenue Forecasts:
Plenty of Room for Error (Jan. 27, 2012) available at http://www.scribd.com/doc/79582705/RCA-Study- Wilbur-
Smith-Traffic-amp-Revenue-Forecasts-012712; see also NATIONAL COOPERATIVE HIGHWAY RESEARCH PROGRAM,
SYNTHESIS 364 , Estimating Toll Road Demand and Revenue (2006), available at
http://onlinepubs.trb.org/onlinepubs/nchrp/nchrp_syn_364.pdf ; Jason Lemp, Understanding and Accommodating
Risk and Uncertainty in Toll Road Projects: A Review of the Literature (2009) (attached).

TN.C. Ger. Stat. § 136-176 (b2).

¥ Highlights of the House, Senate and Perdue Budgets, Charlotte Observer, May 25, 2011, available at
http://www.charlotteobserver.com/2011/05/25/2324080/highlights-of-senate-house-perdue.htm! (attached).

?N.C. Gen. Stat. § 136-176 (b2).
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Given the serious shortfall in transportation resources currently facing North Carolina. it
is essential that scarce resources be spent wisely. As the FEIS makes plain, there are other less
expensive and less destructive options to building this $500 million bridge, which will largely
benefit out-of-state residents. There are also far more pressing needs for the State’s limited
transportation funds to be spent elsewhere. As a number of commenters have observed,"
transportation resources could be spent more prudently, such as by pursuing much needed long-
term transportation solutlons for the Outer Banks, including the “long bridge” option for the

Bonner Bridge replacement.'’

A Realistic Baseline

Regulations promulgated by the Council on Environmental Quality (“CEQ”) require each
FIS to include “the alternative of no action,” 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(d); § 1508.25(b)(1). This
alternative should be presented in a comparative fashion so as to “sharply defin[e} the issues and
provid[e] a clear basis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public.” 40
C.F.R. §1502.14. A true “No-Build” scenario then should present a clear picture of what would
occur if the Mid-Currituck Bridge were not to be built. All impacts that result from building the
Bridge should be based from this “No-Build” baseline and should be reported and analyzed

accordingly.

The current FEIS does not follow this common-sense methodology. Rather than using a
“No-Build” scenario as the baseline from which to calculate impacts, the EIS implicitly uses a
“Build” scenario. The analysis of alternatives and impacts is based on a scenario that assumes
“full build-out” of commeicial and residential development'? despite the fact that “full build-out”
is only expected to occur if the bridge is constructed. Relying on this flawed baseline, the EIS
repeatedly reports that construction of a seven mile bridge out to a remote barrier island would
result in no induced growth or development on the barrier island, while simultaneously reporting
that failure to construct the bridge would inhibit d«f:velopment.l3 These conclusions defy logic
and common sense. If failure to construct the bridge would discourage growth, construction of
the bridge must be supposed to encourage growth.

Not only is the EIS itself a self-contradictory document in this respect, but other
documents prepared by the Transportation Agencies also repeatedly acknowledge that
construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge will encourage growth. For example, the Traffic and
Revenue study states that construction of the bridge “could greatly facilitate the continued

'® See. e.g., Stakeholder Involvement FEIS Technical Report at 4-13, 4-27.

"' Final Environmental Impact Statement and 4(f) Evaluation , NC 12 Replacement of Herbert C. Bonner Bridge at
2-81-2-101, (Sep. 17, 2008) available at http://\www.ncdot.org/projects/bonnerbridgerepairs/

” See. e.g., Stakeholder involvement FEIS Technical Report at 3-12 (explaining that “the project’s traffic forecasts
assume full build-out of the NC 12-accessible Outer Banks north of US 158 in Dare and Currituck counties.”)

B See. e.g.. Mid-Currituck Bridge, FEIS at 3-107-3-114; Stakeholder Involvement FEIS Technical Report at 3-11-3-

13.
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arowth within the area.”" The report explains that the bridge “will significantly increase the
level of access (o this key vacation destination.”" Indeed, presumably in an attempt to reassure
potential bond rating entities about the revenues that the project could be expected to generate.
the report goes as far as to state that “the projeci presents a unique marketing opportunity to
leverage the existing Outer Banks travel/tourism industry with tailored marketing strategies to

~ highlight substantial travel time savings, cost savings, and increased accessibility to this beautiful

and unique destination.”'®

Thus, when it comes to examining environmental impacts, the Transportation Agencies
would have us believe that construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge would make not the
slightest of differences to development. However, when attempting to justify the need for the
project, or make clear that substantial toll revenues will be generated as a result of construction,
the Transportation Agencies make clear that construction of the Bridge is an important
mechanism to facilitate tourism and additional development. These two contradictory positions
cannot be reconciled. Moreover, it is clear which scenario is more likely. As we explained in our
original comments,' the idea that transportation improvements encourage growth and
development in areas that were previously difficult to access is nothing new and has been
carefully documented by transportation experts'® and recognized by the courts."

The Transportation Agencies have a duty under NEPA to carefully examine alternatives
to project and the impacts that will result from those alternatives. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14. These
impacts must be analyzed from a base scenario which shows what would be likely to occur if the
project was not constructed. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14 (d). If, as the FEIS states, development would
be inhibited by a failure to construct the bridge, then full build-out is not a reasonable baseline
from which to measure impacts and compare alternatives. Accordingly, if the Transportation
Agencies wish to move forward with this project, they must prepare a supplemental EIS that is
founded on a realistic “No-Build” baseline. Failure to do this infects all aspects of the EIS and

renders the NEPA analysis inadequate.

' Traffic and Revenue study at 2.

“Id. atll.

15 1d.

' Stakeholder Invoivement FEIS Technical Report at C7-C10.

18 See. e.o.. Robert B. Noland, A Review of the Evidence for Induced Travel and Changes in Transportation and
Environmental Policy in the United States and the United Kingdom, (Feb. 2001) available at

hittp/Avww cts.cv ic.ac.uk/documents/publications/iccts00244.pd! ; Gilles Duranton and Matthew A. Turner, The
Fundamental Law of Road Congestion: Evidence from US cities, American Economic Review, American Economic
Association, vol. 101(6) (Oct. 2009) (attached).

' See. e.g., Mullin v. Skinner, 756 F. Supp. 904, 917 (E.D.N.C. 1990); City of Davis v. Coleman, 521 F.2d 661
(9th Cir. 1975); Conservation Law Found. v. Fed. Highway Admin, 630 F. Supp. 2d 183 (D.N.H. 2007); Highway J
Citizens Group v. U.S. DOT, 656 F. Supp. 2d 868 (E.D. Wis. 2009); N.C. Alliance for Transp. Reform v. U.S. DOT,
151 F. Supp. 2d 661 (M.D.N.C. 2001); Sierra Club v. U.S. DOT, 962 F. Supp. 1037 (N.D. Iil. 1997).
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Alternatives Analysis

In our previous comments, SELC documented substantial concerns about the purpose and
need articulated for the Mid-Currituck project. These concerns remain. Like the earlier DEIS.
the FEIS fails to explain how a new connection between the two sides of Currituck County
addresses any existing, actual, significant need and thus gives little reason to suggest that this
“purpose” justifies the enormous economic and ecological costs of the Project. Additionally. as
explained in our previous comments, rather than meeting the purposes of.addressing traffic
congestion and hurricane evacuation times. construction of a Mid-Currituck bridge will instead
exacerbate those problems by encouraging more drivers to visit the Outer Banks and therefore
result in increased congestion on area roadways and an increased number of people in the path of

any potential hurricane.”

ER2- The Upgrade Alternative

Despite being based .on an impermissibly narrow statement of purpose and need, the FEIS
makes clear that a number of alternatives would satisfy the articulated statement. This includes
“ER 2,” the alternative of upgrading some of the existing roads in the study area. FEIS at 2-5.
Because this alternative is centered on upgrades to existing infrastructure, rather than the
construction of a whole new facility in the middle of the Currituck Sound, it has substantially
fewer environmental impacts. Id. Accordingly, as noted in their comments on the Draft EIS. the
vast majority of resource agencies involved in the process expressed a preference for ER2 over

other alternatives:

“EPA believes that ER2 should be designated as the environmentally preferred
alternative and meets the proposed project’s purpose and need by providing the
appropriate balance of impacts to the benefits and costs.” ' (US Environmental

Protection Agency)

“ER2 costs 269.2 to 292.8 million less than the MCB4 alternative and it meets the
purpose and need of the project. ER 2 also has less impact to the natural
environment and its community impacts are comparable to the MCB4
alternatives™ (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers).

“ER2 would damage less coastal habitat than any of the alternatives that require
the construction of a new bridge. Alternative ER2 uses improvements to existing
roads to address the purpose and need for the project rather than relying upon a
new bridge over the Sound. Alternative ER2 would have the least adverse impact

*Stakeholder Involvement FEIS Technical Report at C5-C6.
! Stakeholder Involvement FEIS Technical Report at 2-34.
2 1d. at 2-2.
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to EFH and other NOAA trust resources.” (National Oceanic and Atmospheric
Administration, National Marine FFisheries Service).

“ER2 clearly has the least impacts to fish and wildlife resources and federal trust
resources.” (Department of Interior, Office of the Solicitor).

“Of the alternatives listed the least environmentally damaging alternative is ER2
and is the NCDMF recommended alternative. ER2 will not shade important
essential fish habitat.™ (North Carolina Division of Marine Fisheries)

“ER2 is the least damaging alternative to fish and wildlife resources in the project
study area.”*® (North Carolina Wildlife Resources Commission)

Despite the clear preference for ER2 by the resource agencies, the Turnpike Authority,
driven by its focus on alternatives that it can toll, has chosen MCB4/C1 with Option A as its
“preferred alternative.” The FEIS lists a number of reasons as to why it chose this alternative, but
these reasons do not logically support the selection of MCB4/C1. (FEIS at 2-54 -2-56). While
the FEIS predicts that the chosen alternative will result in better travel benefits than ER2, ER2 is
predicted to meet the project purpose and need for this metric. By contrast, ER2 has
significantly fewer environmental impacts than MCB4/C1. So long as there is a less
environmentally damaging alternative that is practicable and meets the project purpose and need,
it will be difticult for MCB4/C1 to receive necessary permits from federal agencies. Further,
where MCB4/CI1 is anticipated to result in community and neighborhood cohesion impacts, such
impacts would be minor with ER2.

The factor which seemingly influences the choice of the prefefred alternative most
heavily, therefore, appears to be the fact that it could be financed through state gap funding and
toll revenue bonds. (FEIS at 2-56). In response to agency concerns about this issues, the FEIS
further asserts that, if ER2 were to be chosen, it could only be built by NCDOT and would
therefore be subject to the State’s Equity Formula.”” The FEIS suggests that, as the project is in
the same Division as the Bonner Bridge, that project would be likely commandeer available
resources and that, accordingly, ER2 would be unlikely to be constructed.”®

This reasoning illustrates the problematic nature of the Turnpike Authority’s involvement
in transportation decisionmaking. NCDOT should not allow one specific financing mechanism to
drive transportation policy, particularly when sensitive environmental resources are at stake.

B 1d. at 2-11.

* 1d. at 2-33.

* 1d. at 2-60.

2 1d. at 2-88.

7 See. e.g.. id. at 2-3, 2-37-38.
28 Id.
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Given North Carolina’s scarce transportation resources and the tragile nature of the natural

environment on the State’s Outer Banks, the first question that the Transportation Agencies
should consider is how to most cfficiently address the transportation challenges faced in the
project area with the least impact. Only then should specific financing mechanisms be

considered.

NCDOT has a number of innovative ways to fund projects such as GARVEE bond
programs and the State’s Mobility Fund.” Further, numerous exceptions 1o the “Equity
Formula™ e,\'ist,30 and NCDOT could work with the legislature to create an additional exception
for this unique situation, or come up with other creative solutions. To suggest that the
Transportation Agencies should pursue an alternative that is not only more environmentally
destructive, but also is more expensive, just because it fits in with a decades-old, pre-conceived
plan to finance the project through tolls, undermines the purpose of NEPA to carefully evaluate
alternatives. A state created constraint cannot be a valid reason for violating federal law. It also
runs contrary to the State’s more careful approach to transportation policy that is being
articulated. in the crafting of North Carolina®s 2040 Statewide transportation plan.3I

Further, in addition to satisfying the NEPA, this FEIS will also be used by the
Transportation Agencies to satisfy the requirements of the Clean Water Act. Yet, Section 404
has a requirement that entities pursue the “‘Lcast Environmentally Damaging Practicable
Alternative.” 40 C.F.R. § 230.12(a}(3). Presumably, as the preferred alternative, (MCB4C
Optionl), is more damaging to the environment than ER2, the transportation authorities intend to
argue that ER2 is “not practicable.” Indeed, the Army Corps specifically asked for information
about financing stating that it would be required to determine practicability of less damaging
alternatives.> Given the fact that financing has not been secured and finalized for the preferred
alternative, it would be arbitrary and capricious to suggest that one unfunded alternative is
“practicable” while others are not, and to justify tremendous environmental impacts on that
basis. Furthermore, even were funding for MCB4/Clto be fully secured by the General
Assembly, the annually appropriated “gap funding” required for the Bridge option will amount to
more than double the cost of an upgrade alternative.

» See NCDOT Urban Loop Acceleration Plan, hitp:/Awww.nedot.org/performance/reform/prioritization/; North
Carolina Mobility Fund, hitp://vwww.nedot.org/about/Dinance/mobilityfund/s N.C. GEN. STAT. § 136-187-89.

0 See, e.g., N.C. GEN. STAT. § 136-17.2A (exempting “federal congestion mitigation and air quality improvement
program funds”, “funds expended on . . . urban loop project[s]” and “funds from the federal government for the
Appalachian Development Highway System” from the Equity formula.); N.C. GEN. STAT. § 136-187(b) (exempting
the Mobility Fund from the Equity formula).

’! See generally, North Carolina Department of Transportation, Chatlenges and Opportunities Report supra note 3.
*2 Stakeholder Involvement FEIS Technical Report at 2-10-11.
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Ferries

The FEIS fails to give a satisfactory response as to why ferry options were not fully
considered in the alternatives analvsis. Rather than analyze the potential benefits of a ferry
service alternative, the FEIS instcad lists a number of attempted justifications as to why such an
alternative should not even be considered. These justifications are not persuasive.

First, the FEIS sets forth the argument that ferry service would have to be dramatically
expanded to meet the need of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.™ Indeed, the FEIS suggests that ferry
service for the entire state would necd to be expanded by four times in order to meet
transportation needs in the project area. However, the “need™ being accounted for here is the
forecasted traffic volumes for 2035, trafTic volumes which were created based on the assumption
that a bridge would be constructed. No examination of changes to traffic and development
under a ferry alternative has been performed, and thus we cannot know what level of traffic
ferries would be required to carry. Further, even were traffic volumes to expand significantly,
that expansion would take place over a period of approximately twenty years. In other words,
ferry services would not be quadrupled immediately, if at all, but would gently ramp up over
time. One benefit of the ferry alternative is that ferry fleets may be expanded with relative easc.

and therefore would be adaptable over time to increased demand.

In our comments on the Draft EIS, SELC listed a number of different ferry alternatives
that have been used with success around the United States. These examples were intended to
illustrate the variety of possible ways in which ferries can be added as effective transportation
alternatives in a range of different geographical situations. Rather than use this list as a jumping
off point to explore ferry alternatives for the Currituck Sound, however, the FEIS instead focuses
on distinguishing why the specific details of each service listed is distinct from the precise
geographical situation in the study area.™

For example, the FEIS states that comparison with the Puget Sound ferry system is
inappropriate since Puget Sound’s average depth is 450 feet, whereas the Currituck Sound’s
average depth is six feet.”> However, our earlier comments were not intended to suggest that
NCDOT replicate the exact model used in Puget Sound with the exact same ferries, but rather to
tllustrate the potential success of high volume ferry services. Further, while it is true that
Currituck Sound is shallow, ferries do exist that are capable of navigating in as little as five feet
of water.*® Additionally, suitable ferry routes might be mapped by using readily available

*3 Stakehoider Involvement FEIS Technical Report at 3-8.

34 id,

314,

3 See M/V SOLANO Facts & Figures (last visited Feb. 24, 2012}, hitp://www.baylinkterry.com/ferry/solano-ferry-

facts.php (attached).
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nautical charts and bathymetry data that indicate water depths throughout Currituck Sound.*” The
Knotts Island Ferry that operates in the northern Currituck Sound between Knotts Island and
Currituck demonstrates the feasibility of developing suitable ferry routes.”®  Ferry terminals for
these options could financially boost Aydlett and other mainland towns without the impacts to
community cohesion, visual impairments and environmental destruction associated with

construction of a new bridge.

In sum, the Transportation Agencies have failed to perform a comprehensive, up-to-date
study of ferry alternatives in the FEIS. The very limited analysis of ferries that does appear
remains based on a 1991 study. Reliance on such two-decades old, outdated information when
new data is readily available has been held to be arbitrary and capricious.” Moving forward, the
Transportation Agencies must take a hard look at all alternatives, including ferry alternatives,
based on recent reliable data and information about new low-draft, high-speed, high capacity
ferries, that gives a true picture of the possibilities that can be expected from ferry alternatives.

Environmental Impacts

Since publication of the DEIS, the Transportation Agencies have spent time working with
resource agencies to minimize some of the direct environmental impacts that will be occasioned
by construction of the bridge. We applaud these efforts, specifically the decision to bridge
Maple Swamp and the commitment to construct the bridge without any dredging and with a
moratorium placed on construction during fish spawning habitat. Despite these advances, the
fundamental problem remains that the Transportation Agencies seem determined to pursue an
alternative that will result in other devastating direct and indirect impacts to the environment. In
an attempt, perhaps, to obscure this fact, the agencies have conducted a flawed study of
environmental impacts that improperly minimizes the dramatic impact that building a seven-mile
bridge to a barrier island will have. Not only does this insufficient analysis violate NEPA, but it
also fails to fulfill the Transportation Agencies’ responsibility under state law to implement the
bridge in a manner that “*[e]nsures the preservation of water quality in Currituck Sound”
“protects the natural environment™ and “{m]itigates the environmental impact of the bridge on
the Currituck County mainland and the Outer Banks.” N. C. GEN. STAT. § 136-89.183A(a),(d).

7 See. e.g., NOAA Office of Coast Survey, Chart 12207 (Oct. 2009),
htp://www.charts.noaa.gov/OnLineViewer/ 12207 shtml.
38 See NCDOT, North Carolina Ferry Routes http://www.ncdot.gov/travel/ferryroutes/#0 (last visited Feb. 24, 2012)

(attached).
39@ Northern Plains Resource Council v. Tongue River Railroad, No. 97-70037 at 30 (9th Cir. December 29,

2011).
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Lirect Impacts

As detailed in our previous comments, *’ construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge will
result in a number of direct impacts to the natural environment. Draining and fill of wetlands to
make way for the proposed bridge will directly reduce habitat for waterfowl and their food
sources. Runoft from the Bridge will pollute the waters used by waterfowl, fish and other
cpecies. Increased traffic that will accompany the Bridge will increase bird-vehicle collisions.

“and increased noise and visual disturbance is likely to disrupt waterfowl and potentially cause
sensitive species to abandon the area. Shading from the bridge will directly impact existing areas
of Submerged Aquatic Vegetation (“SAV™), and areas of potential future establishment, reducing
important fish spawning habitat in the Currituck Sound. Construction may also introduce a range
of invasive species into the Sound, including plants such as Phragmites which are extremely
difficult to eliminate.’’ The FEIS fails to include an analysis of these direct impacts that is
sufficient to satisfy NEPA. Any discussion of the impacts that is included is overly general in
nature and falsely minimizes the effects that these impacts will have on the sensitive resources in

the project area, particularly when considered in combination.

Indirect Impacts

In addition to its inadequate analysis of direct environmental impacts, the FEIS also fails
to sufficiently document indirect impacts associated with construction of the project. The
Indirect and Cumulative Effects (“ICE™) analysis prepared for the FEIS is fundamentally biased
by its reliance on a flawed baseline that fatally infects the analysis of indirect environmental
impacts. By failing to base its analysis on a true picture of what would occur in the absence of
transportation improvements, the Indirect and Cumulative Effects analysis reaches the absurd
conclusion that construction of the Mid-Currituck bridge will result in a “negligible increase in
permanent population”, “no reasonably foreseeable change in the demand for homes and
businesses™ and no reasonably foreseeable change in the type, density, rate of, or demand for,
development on the Outer Banks that are made accessible by construction of the bridge.42
Indeed, it is clear from other documents that even the Turnpike Authority does not believe these
arbitrary and capricious statements. In light of these erroneous conclusions, the analysis of
environmental impacts is wrongly muted, and therefore insufficient to satisfy NEPA. 40 C.F.R. §

1502.16.

“0 Stakeholder Involvement FEIS Technical Report at C7-C-11.
*! Stakeholder Involvement FEIS Technical Report at 2-42.
*“NCDOT, Mid-Currituck Bridge Study, Indirect and Cumulative Effects Technical Report, (Nov. 2011)

[hereinafter ICE Report] at xxii-xxiv.
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Not only does the conctusion that construction of the Bridge would result in almost no
induced environmental impacts defy common sense, but documents obtained through the North
Carolina Public Records Act make it appear that the Turnpike Authority knew that its chosen
“baseline” was flawed and that it would serve to underestimate the potential effects of the bridge.

The ICE study was ostensibly developed with the purpose of underestimating the
environmental impact of the proposed Bridge. During initial discussions the consultant charged
- with analyzing the indirect and cumulative impacts from the project was cauticned to avoid using
“loaded” words in his report.43 Specifically, where the consultant had termed the bridge a
© “significant intervention™ in an important natural area, he was warned to speak of the bridge as
an intervzntion only “to the extent that it will support development that is already occurring in
the County and make it easier for the county to provide public services.” This interference in
the consultant’s work came before the ICE analysis had even been started.*” Thus, the conclusion
that the bridge would not, in fact, itself induce growth was apparently provided to the consultant

before the study began.

Additionally, in comments to the ICE study, a NCDOT employee noted that ““[i]t can be
argued that the higher percentages of build-out . . . are the induced changes of the study
alternatives.”™ Despite the recognition of the logical conclusion that higher growth percentages
only found with construction of the Bridge should be attributable to the Bridge, no such
conclusions have been adopted in the ICE study, or, indeed, anywhere else in the EIS.

In places, the ICE study does acknowledge that the there will be some change in
development patterns attributable to the preferred build alternative. For example, the study
acknowledges that construction of the bridge would result in a potential increase in day trips,
including in the “non-road, four-wheel drive accessible area.” Further, the study suggests that
there would be a net gain in service-oriented businesses on Currituck County mainland.
However, here again the FEIS is lacking; while some of this potential change in development is
admitted, the environmental impacts associated with such growth is in no way analyzed.

In sum, the [CE study first minimizes artificially environmental impacts by basing its
calculations on a flawed baseline. Then. for the environmental impacts it does it acknowiedge
that the study spends substantial time documenting and cataloguing the existing conditions in
the study area, while never taking the additional required step of analyzing how those conditions
will be changed by the construction of the bridge. Both failures render the analysis inadequate

* Exhibit 1, E-mail from John Page to Dan Marcucci and Jennifer Harris (Oct. 12, 2007).
4 Exhibit 2, Comments from John Page on Draft Abstract, Dan Marcucci, Environmental Planning in the Vise
between Urban and Coastal Sprawl: Sound Planning in Currituck County, NC (Oct. 2007).

45
Id.
“® Exhibit 3, ICE Technical Report Draft, May 20, 2011 at 6-5 {comment by Herman Huang, NCDOT-HEU).
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and any decision to authorize the Bridge based upon will necessarily lack a reasoned basis.

rendering it arbitrary and capricious.

Some specific examples of how this flawed analysis impacted the analysis of

environmental impacts follow:

Dunes

The analysis of dunes on the Outer Banks in the ICE study provides an example of this
doubly flawed analysis. First, the ICE provides a confusing statement about how much dune
disturbance may result from the bridge. The ICE attempts to explain that “[t]here is no
reasonably foreseeable induced development on the OQuter Banks.” however, at the same time,
the study acknowledges that the absence of a bridge may resuit in a scenario where
“development is constrained because of traffic congestion” and that such a scenario would result
in “less land disturbance in the dunes.™’ This seemingly contradictory statement fails to explain
exactly how much development is attributable to the road, and what impact that development

might have on dunes.

The ICE study does acknowledge that “the dune system could potentially be impacted by
increased day visitors.” However, nowhere in the document does it analyze what these impacts
would be. Rather, the ICE study briefly documents how impacts to the dunes could be mitigated.
(ICE 6-7). This is not sufficient information to satisfy NEPA. One of the key purposes of an EIS
is to document and analyze the environmental consequences of an action. 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(c).
As recently explained by a federal appellate court,

such mitigation measures, while necessary, are not alone sufficient to meet the
Board’s NEPA obligations to determine the projected extent of the environmental
harm to enumerated resources before a project is approved. Mitigation measures
may help alleviate impact after construction, but do not help to evaluate and
understand the impact before construction.

Northern Plains Resource Council v. Tongue River Railroad, No. 97-70037 at 28 (9th
Cir. December 29, 2011).

Under NEPA then, the Transportation Agencies have a responsibility to first
clearly explain exactly what indirect impacts to the dune system are attributable to the
construction from both increased day trips and induced development. 40 C.F.R. §
1502.16(b). The discussion should include a detailed analysis of how severe the
degradation of dunes will be, the potential loss of vegetation, wildlife habitat, nesting

" [CE Report at 6-7.
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grounds and all other associated impacts. This analysis must be based on a true “No
Build” baseline, in which development may be constrained. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.14(d).
Once the amount of impact has been determined the EIS must carefully document these
impacts, and how they would present in the absence of mitigation. Northern Plains
Resource Council 97-70037 at 28.

Stormwater

The ICE study similarly fails to fully analyze the indirect impacts caused by increased
stormwater run off that will be occasioned by the project. Much like its analysis of dunes, the
study first fails to acknowledge the full extent to which stormwater run off will result from the
induced development associated with the project.*®

The ICE study admits that 68 acres of impervious surfaces will be added to the Currituck
mainland as a result of construction, but does nothing to analyze what impact associated
increased run off will have on Maple Swamp and Great Swamp.w Rather, the ICE study simply
catalogues the laws which govern runoff.’ A similar approach is taken for stormwater concerns
on the Outer Banks- the laws governing run off are listed and ways that run-off may potentially
be mitigated are given.”' This analysis is not sufficient to satisfy NEPA, the purpose of which is
to analyze the environmental impacts that will be occasioned by a project. 40 C.F.R. §
1502.16(b). Such an analysis has not been performed, and the EIS is therefore rendered

inadequate.

To the extent the impacts of stormwater are mentioned anywhere else in the ICE study,
the mention is brief, dismissive and without analysis. For example, the analysis of coastal
-marshes states that there would be no indirect effect” to Coastal Marshes, “except to the extent
that degraded runoff from sound side lots might affect these marshes.” No analysis as to how
stormwater may indeed impact the marshes is given. Indeed, no detailed recognition is given to
the many impacts that will be occasioned by increased stormwater run-off which could lead to
substantial degradation of water quality,™ including increased turbidity, siltation and
sedimentation in aquatic habitat areas.”® Nor is there any analysis of the impact such degradation
would have on waterfowl, Submerged Aquatic Vegetation and other important fish habitat. As
noted above, this limited analysis fails to demonstrate how the Transportation Agencies intend to

“® [CE Report at 6-7-68. 6-24.

*ICE Report at 6-7.

% ICE Report at 6-7- 6-8.

>' ICE Report at 6-8.

32 [CE Report at 6-9.

> Stakeholder Involvement FEIS Technical Report at 2-17-2-18
> 1d. at 2-40.
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comply with the state law to guarantee that the bridge is constructed in a manner that “[e}nsures
the preservation of water quality in Currituck Sound” N. C. GEN. STAT. § 136-89.183A (d).

Beach Driving

The ICE analysis of the impacts associated with beach driving is again confusing and
inadequate. On the one hand, the ICE study appears to suggest that construction of the Mid-
Currituck Bridge would have very little effect on increased beach driving in the northern Outer
Banks.” However, clsewhere the ICE study suggests that “[i]ncreased beach driving because of
induced additional day visitors could exacerbate™ the degradation of breeding, migrating and
wintering habitat for shorebirds and sea turtles, including several protected species listed as
threatened or endangered under the federal Endangered Species Act.*® The extent to which:
construction of the project will in fact induce additional beach driving is unclear. This
inadequacy in the analysis is further exacerbated by the fact that the Transportation Agencies
have failed to analyze the current rate of beach driving in the study area.”” Furthermore, where
the [CE study does acknowledge some increased beach driving it fails to adequately document
the resultant impacts to the environment, discussing the issues at a very general level rather than
specifically delving into what increase driving could mean for populations of migrating and
nesting shorebirds, turtle nests and wild horses.”® As much of the additional beach driving will
occur on environmentally important lands including Currituck National Wildlife Refuge, Pine
Island Audubon Sanctuary, Nature Conservancy land, and other Natural Heritage Areas, it is
particularly important that a thorough analysis of potential impacts appear in the EIS.

Public involvement

One of the primary purposes of NEPA is to present a detailed picture of environmental
impacts to the public and engage them in the decisionmaking process. 40 C.F.R. § 1500.1(b); 49
C.F.R. 520.25; 26. Accordingly, the EIS process is used to solicit public input to help foster
more informed decision-making. Unfortunately, the Transportation Agencies are not uniform in
their concern for public input. For example, while the Transportation Agencies have gone out
their way to elicit public support to eliminate an environmentally preferable alternative for
another toll project, the South-East Extension,” they have been far less responsive to public
input on the proposed Garden Parkway and this project, the Mid-Currituck Bridge, where the
position of the public runs counter to the agency’s own goals.

> ICE Report at 6-10
S6
Id.
7 ICE Report at 4-18-4-19; see also Exhibit 4, comment from John Page, April 18, 2011 “nobody knows how much

beach driving there is today, making it more difficult to know how much more that might occur.”

*® ICE Report at 6-10.
* See. e.g., Exhibit 5 Shirley Hayes, With red route gone, what’s next for 1-540 expressway extension?, Garner

News, March 29, 2011.
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One of the most striking examples of this ambivalence to public engagement for the Mid-
Currituck Bridge was the holding of a closed-door stakeholder meeting about the design of the
bridge.®” The meeting, which was intended to engage participants in “idea gathering,” was not
advertised to the public and did not include any of the stakeholders who are opposed to the
project. Indeed, despite the fact that there is a well organized, vocal group of local residents in
Aydlett and nearby towns who oppose the project, the group has not been recognized during the
EIS process or any aspect of the project development, and was not included in that stakeholder

meeting.

Conclusion

The FEIS fails to provide the basis needed for a rational appraisal of this project’s
impacts, benefits, or alternatives. In light of financial uncertainty surrounding this project, the
overwhelming public opposition, and the flawed and insufficient EIS, we urge the Transportation
Agencies to reconsider the project, and give serious consideration to an upgradc alternative and
issue a Supplemental EIS that addresses the issues raised by these comments, our earlier

comments and the comments of others.

Thank you for your consideration,

Sincerely,

(e
st o

Julie Youngrian
Senior Attorney

Ko BB

Kym Hunter
Associate Attorney

% Exhibit 6, Cindy Beamon, Bridge ‘idea-gathering’ meeting not advertised to public, Daily Advance, Sept. 18,
2011.
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cc: Tim Gestwicki, Executive Director, North Carolina Wildlife Federation
Sam Pearsall, SE Regional Manager for Land Water & Wildlife, Environmental Defense
Fund

Brent Martin, Program Director. Southeast Region, The Wilderness Society
Tom Cors, Government Relations Representative, The Nature Conservancy
John F. Sullivan, FHWA

Secretary Gene Conti, NCDOT

Chris Millitscher, USEPA

Bill Biddlecome, USACE

Scott MclLendon, USACLE

Gary Jordan, USFWS

Ron Sechler, NMFS

Cathy Brittingham, NCDCM

Stephen Lane, NCDCM

Kevin Hart, NCDMF

Amy Simes, NCDENR

Travis Wilson, NCWRC

David Wainwright, NCDWQ

Brian Wrenn, NCDWQ

Angie Rodgers, NCNHP
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Gary Gross

Cierk to the Board

Roben L. Qutten
County ManageriAtiomey

October 2, 2012
To: Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Commiittee

From: Warren Judge, Chairman Dare County Board of Commissioners

Re: Support of the Mid-Currituck Bridge

I am writing to express the continued support of the Dare County Board of
Commissioners for the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

Building the Mid-Currituck Bridge would play a central role in expanding the
tourism economy in northeastern North Carolina. It would also accelerate and
expand the eatire tourism industry in the state of North Carolina.

Tourism is the economic engine of North Carolina’s Outer Banks counties. In 2011,
tourism in Currituck and Dare counties accounted for almost $1 Billion in economic
impact, 12,640 jobs (paying $198 Million in local salaries), and $95.6 million in
State and Local taxes. Tourism spending throughout North Carolina hit a record $18
billion; tax receipts from visitor spending eclipsed $1 billion for the first time ever,
Meanwhile, the industry accounted for 187,900 jobs in 2011, translating into $4
billion in salaries to North Carolinians.

Sustainable tourism relies heavily on a strong infrastructure to thrive and grow. This
is why the ability of our roads and highways cn the Quter Banks to safely and
efficiently carry passengers to their destination is of paramount importance. Of the
7.5 million Outer Banks visitors, an estimated 75% arrive from the north via I-64
and Hampton Roads. Most visitors arrive Friday thru Sunday, the primary check-in
days for beach cottages.

The current highways in Currituck and Dare Counties fail to meet this demand.
Weekend congestion causes consistent traffic backups of two hours or more on both
US 158 and NC 12. These massive delays are an inconvenience for visitors and,
most alarmingly, for residents, local employees, first responders and busy law
enforcement officers. The situation results in both short and long-termy damage to
the Outer Banks region and our state’s tourism industry - especially as we compete
with alternative vacation destinations to both the north and south.

LAND OF BEGINNINGS



Construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge will have a badiy needed immediate
economic impact through the creation of thousands of jobs during the construction
phase. Long term the bridge will provide opportunities for further developinent on
the mainland of Currituck County creating economic growth for the county.

Of vital impaortance is the role that the Mid-Currituck Bridge would serve as an
evacuation route. In the event of a hurricane, the bridge will facilitate the timely,
safe, and efficient evacuation of both residents and visitors. The Mid-Currituck
Bridge will serve as an alternative evacuation route and provide an invaluable
transportation lifeline from the northern Outer Banks. As a matter of public safety
and necessity, the bridge is worthy of immediate consideration.

The Mid-Currituck Bridge has been in the planning stage for more than twenty
years. its financtal feasibility is sound. Much has been accomplished: $18 million
dollars has already been invested in the project. | urge you to not delay this project
any further, just as 2 Record of Decision and commercial closing are within grasp.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

o l? /tﬂégﬁa

Warren C, Judge, Chairman
Dare County Board of Commissioners

LAND OF BEGINNINGS
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To: Members of the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee
From: RiversEdge Homeowners Association
Date: October 1. 2012

Subject: Mid-Currituck Bridge Public Comment

As President of the Board of Directors of the RiversEdge Homeowner’s Assaciation, |
represent nearly 300 homcowners in our Currituck County community. We want to go on
record as being in favor of having the mid-county bridge built. We believe it 1s important to
the continued growth and well-being of our community for the following reasons:

(1) It will help alleviate vehicular congestion on NC 168 from Memorial to Labor Day.
Those of us who live on mainland Currituck avoid the Quter Banks’ beaches during
the peak season because of bumper-to-bumper traffic and frequent bottlenecks.
Even getting to the grocery store, hardware store or shops in Moyock on weekends
1s difficult because of the heavy traffic.

{2) The bridge would providc an alternative way to cvacuate the barrier islands during
emergencies and hurricancs.

- (3) Emergency vehicles responding to ocal residents have to navigate through intense
traffic conditions. An alternate routc would reduce response time and allow
ambulances and firetrucks to reach residents more quickly.

(4) If traffic flow improves and travelers don’t waste a lot of time sitting in traffic on
NC 168, both local residents and day-trippers from Hampton Roads can visit the
shops and restaurants in Currituck and Dare counties more {requently. This
encourages tourism and stimulates the local economy.

(5) Friends and family who visit those of us living in Currituck have to avoid traveling
during the peak hours when traffic backs up so badly at the toll plaza and in
Moyock. This congestion would lesson considerably if there were two different
roadways that access the Quter Banks from Currituck.

(6) Infrastructures age, including the Wright Memorial Bridge. If an accident or a
structure failure were to occur on the bridge that would cause it to be shut down, the
only exit for people on the Currituck beaches and for those in Dare County is
through Manns Harbor. Therefore, it is logical to assume that, one day, an alternate
bridge to connect the mainland and the beaches of Currituck County will have to be
built in order to provide another cxit point. So why wait? Currituck Development
Corp. is ready and willing to build, operatc and maintain the bridge for 50+ years.
This might not be an option in the future. Should the state of North Carolina
withdraw from the agreemcnt at this point, it could lose millions of dollars that
would be wasted.



(73 For peepic who live on mainland Currituck and work at businesses in Duck,
Corolia, Carova and in the Southern Shores arca, a mid-county bridge would make
it easter and safer for them to commute between their jobs and homes.

For the benefit of all of us living in Currituck County, please continue with plans to build
the mid-county bridge.

Sincegely, B
cegely. -/
y ;o

j}f/};ﬂwﬂ ST Fro— ST

13

Ron Kominsiky
President , Board of Directors
RiversEdge HOA
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loseph Shelhorse
8904 Footstep Court
Annandale, VA 22003

October 1% 2012

Senator Kathy Harrington

NC Senate

16 West Jones Street, Room 2113
Raleigh, NC 27601-2808
harringtonla@ncleg.net

Dear Senator Harrington,

f am writing to the Joint Legislative Transportation Oversight Committee and key legislators to express
my continued support for the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge.

Transportation and Infrastructure spending has always received bi-partisan support because the
investments are so critical for expanding and growing the economy, building this bridge is no different. |
have sat in hours and hours of traffic congestion, observed miles and miles of backed traffic congestion
and have heard first hand from the aggravated tourists that they love coming to the area but, are unable
to return next year because of the horrific traffic congestion and broken promises to build the bridge.
Growth and expanding tax revenue have hit their saturation point because of the transportation
network now restricts further economic growth.

Building the bridge will alleviate traffic congestion, shorten travel times and allow tourists and locals to
reach their destinations faster and will help the entire country as a whole reach energy independence
from overseas oil producing countries that support terrorism against our nation and troops by shrinking
the oil dollars we provide to them because we are saving energy and exporting less American dollars.

Tourism is the economic engine of North Carolina's Outer Banks counties. in 2011, tourism in Currituck
and Dare counties accounted for almost $1 billion in economic impact, 12,640 jobs {paying $198 million
in focal salaries), and $95.6 million in State and local taxes. Tourism spending throughout North Carolina
hit a record $18 billion; tax receipts from visitor spending eclipsed $1 billion for the first time ever.
Meanwhile, the industry accounted for 187,900 jobs in 2011, translating into $4 billion in salaries to
North Carolinians.

Building the Mid-Currituck Bridge will play a central role in expanding the regional economy. The
tourism industry relies heavily on strong infrastructure to thrive and grow. This is why the ability of our
transportation system on the Outer Banks to safely and efficiently carry passengers to their destination
is of paramount importance. Of the 7.5 million Quter Banks visitors, an estimated 75% arrive from the
north via I-64 and Hampton Roads. |am sure that you have looked at a map of the area and have
observed that the most direct route to the Currituck Outer Banks is NOT driving through mainland
Currituck to Dare County and then back-tracking down NC 12 to reach the Currituck Outer Banks. This
adds many unnecessary miles and hours to the trip. You have also observed that the focation for the
bridge permits much better access to the Currituck Outer Banks for tourists, local employees, first
responders and law enforcement.



Most visitors arrive Friday through Sunday, the primary check-in days for beach cottages. Weekend
congestion causes consistent traffic backups of two hours or more on both US 158 and NC 12. These
massive delays are an inconvenience for visitors and, most alarmingly, for residents, local employees,
first responders and law enforcement. The situation results in both short and long-term damage to the
QOuter Banks region and our State's tourism industry, especially as we compete with alternative vacation
destinations to both the north and the south.

Construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge will have an immediate economic impact through the creation
of thousands of jobs during the construction phase. Long term, the bridge will provide opportunities for
economic growth on the mainland of Currituck County. Most importantly, the bridge will relieve
congestion for tourists making the entire Outer Banks a more convenient vacation destination, while
addressing growing public safety concerns. The bridge will provide a needed alternative route for
hurricane evacuation from the Outer Banks.

The Mid-Currituck Bridge has been in the planning stages for more than twenty years. Its financial
feasibility is sound. Much has been accomplished: $18 million has been invested in this important
project. | urge you not to delay this project any further, just as a Record of Decision and commercial
closing are within grasp. The citizens of Currituck and Dare counties and Outer Banks tourists are relying

on you to support construction of this bridge.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Joseph Shelhorse



Town of Southern Shores
5375 N. Virginia Dare Trail, Southern Shores, NC 27949
Phone 252-261-2394 / IFax 252-255-0876
www.southernshores-nc.gov

Resclution 2012-10-03

Whereas the Town of Southern Shores in Dare County is bisected by North
Carolina Highway 12 which is the only route currently available for motor vehicles
traveling to and from the Currituck County Outer Banks; and

Whereas the Town of Southern Shores (as evidenced by the attached
resolutions previously adopted) has continued to support the efforts of the State
cf North Carolina, particularly the North Carolina General Assembly, the North
Carolina Department of Transportation, and the North Carolina Turnpike
Authority, to plan, fund, and construct a motor vehicle bridge over the Currituck
Sound from mainland Currituck County to the Currituck County Outer Banks; and

Whereas the existence of a vehicle bridge over the Currituck Sound connecting
the Currituck County Outer Banks to the Currituck County mainland will provide a
safer route for transiting motor vehicle traffic and a more efficient route for motor
vehicles providing services to citizens and emergency evacuations from the
Currituck County Outer Banks;

Now Therefore be it resolved that as a communication to the Joint Legislative
Transportation Oversight Committee of the North Carolina General Assembly,
the Town of Southern Shores, by and through its Town Council duly elected by
its citizens, does respectfully urge the legislative members of the Joint Legislative
Transportation Oversight Committee in making findings and recommendations to
the House and Senate of the 2013 General Assembly to recommend continued
funding of gap fund appropriations necessary for the Mid-Currituck Bridge
Project and continued support of all other resources necessary for the completion
of this project.

This the 2n; day of October, 2012.

4 '\-ni\umllﬂ 4
.\X\'\}.ﬁ\_\lh / ,]’.,';.

(Seal)

Attest: Town Clerk

Town of Southern Shores, NC
Resolution 2002-10-03
Page I of T



Town of Southern Shores
75 N. Virginia Dare Trail, Southern Shores, NC 27949
Phone 252-261-2394 [ Fax 252-255-0876
www.southernshores-nc.gov

=
53

Resolution 2011-04-03

TOWN GF SOUTHERN SHORES RESOLUTION
SUPPORTING GAP FUNDING FOR THE
MID-CURRITUCK BRIDGE

rom tr,x:

WHEREAS, the Town of Southern Shores recognizes that a bridge across the Currituck Sound §
mainfand of Currituck County to Corolia is vitally important to the economic growth and general well
being of the State of North Carolina by providing an undeniably better, safer access for residents,

vacationers and business travelers to the Northern Outer Banks; and, : : e

WHEREAS, the Town of Southern Shores has and does support efforts to protect the State’s natural and
cufturat resources while moving forward with the construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge in an

axpeditious manner; and,

WHEREAS, the last two State of North Carolina budgets authorized and implemented “Gap Funding” in
sunport of the Mid-Currituck Bridge through the NC Department of Transportation funding without
witich the project’s feasibility would be in serious perif and cause immediate delays; and,

WIHEREAS, any reallocation of the necessary “Gap Funding” for the Mid-Currituck Bridge, would delay
progress on this most critical public safety and economic development infrastructure project for one of
North Caroling’s most prized tourist destinations.

NOW, THEREFORE, BE iT RESOLVED THAT the Town Council of the Town of Scuthern :S'hb.re.s, NC
raspectfully requests the North Carolina General Assembly to continue with the appropriation of
nacessary “Gap Funding” for the Mid-Currituck Bridge which has been authorized and inciuded in the
last two North Carolina Budgets.

ﬁ.?)OP?ED”thisx ha:bth day of April, 2011

Town derk’ :



i/ > L B T Lo By o B glh
Town of Southers Shores
5375 N. Virginia Dare Frail, Southern Shores, NC 27949

Phone 252-261-2394 / Fax 252-255-0876

info@southernshores-nc.gov

www.southernshores-nc.gov
Resolution 2010-05-01

A RESOLUTION OF THE SOUTHERN SHORES TOWN COUNCIL APPROVING THE
NORTH CAROLINA TURNPIKE AUTHORITY DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL STUDY
ALTERNATIVE MCB4 AS THE ONLY ALTERNATIVE FOR CONSTRUCTION OF THE MID-
CURRITUCK EBRIDGE ACCEPTABLE TG THE TOWN OF SOUTHERN SHORES AND
REJECTING ANY FUTURE IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE MCB2’S FUTURE
PLAN FOR ADDRESSING STORM WATER 1SSUES ON NC 12 JN SOUTHERN SHORES

WHEREAS, the Town of Southern Shores is a quiet, residential community maintaining a commitment
to preserve the unique natural environment, and

WHEREAS, the North Carolina Turnpike Authority (NCTA) Mid-Cuwrrituck Bridge Study Draft
Environmental inpact Statement (DEIS) of March 2010 proposes as the recommended alternative for
construction of the Mid-Currituck Bridge to be Alternative MCB4, and

WHEREAS, this Alternative MCB4 does not recommend any alterations to NC 12 through the Town of
Southern Shores,

NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Southern Shores Town Council is in total support of
Alternative MCB4 as the only acceptable bridge construction alternative; and

BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the Southern Shores Town Council recognizes that NC 12 storm
water drainage problems need to be addressed, but the Southern Shores Town Council opposes the plan
proposed in Altemative MCB2 as a future means for remediating the storm water drainage issues, and

BE I'T FURTHER RESOLVED that the Southern Shores Town Council will work with the North
Carolina Department of Transportation (NCDOT) to develop an acceptable means of addressing storm

water drainage on NC 12.
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